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PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 

RTRT WcBH lf»# ( T8TT MilMd <?ff tStfcRT ) URT fRTR RR RTfafsiR? 3TE&T 3rk 3rf«TC£EHTR 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


cFlfifcF, HteE lyieWilrl R8TT ff?TR R3TFTR 
( <*ir4<* 3frr y%^roT ) 

M fc#, 7 RrHT, 2017 

RR.3R. 2789.—^ RRER, RTtWr 3^R fRRTR R7) fRRIRT 15.11.2017 Rif 3TfRR[RRT R. 228/49/ 

2017-RRt§t-II RTT RfRRTRR RTR) |R RRT pR# fRRfR RfRR RRPTR RfRfRRR, 1946 (3#rfwr R. 25 ) R7) RTR 6 ^ RTR 
Rfel RTR 5 Rif RR RTR ( 1) R1R RRR RTfRRRf RTT WI RTR=) fir RRR RTRTR, TJf fRRTR (R)-R)RRFT) R?) fRRTRT 

29.11.2017 R?) 3#RJxR1 r‘. RRT-131/([R-R)/2017 1R1 RRt Rf( RRR% R 'jfirTR R^RR RTft, TETJR etafttRld R RTRTfR 
RR Rfen, 1860 (1860 RR RfRfRRR R. 45) R?) RTR 384, 506 ^ RRiR R3) RTRfRR?) R. 340/17 ^ RTpfa RTRR 4 RRT 
■jfRR RTRT fRfRRT TRTfR, RR^T, WtRRR R 7JRRT yl<^]]Pl<=b1 3#rfRRR, 2000 R?) RTR 67 (RT) RT SEpfa RTRfRR?) R. 
665/2017 RT 3RF% RIRR RR? 3TRRR)' RRT RRR RTRRT1 ^ fRTR RR 3RTRRT 3^R RRR 3TRRR) RR RRR ^ RTR ff fRTR RR 
RRRT RRR R8Rf Rt RRFT RTF) 3RR 3TRRR)' ^ RRR 3 3TRRT RRR) RRRTt, RRI RgRRT RR 3R^RR RRR 3^R 

Tf® RRR RT %R fRRrft fRRfR RfRR TRIRR RT RRRTT Rlt RTfRRRl' 3fR ^TIR#1RTR ^R RTT fRRTR RCRRf 'SaftRRR TFR RT 
RRRt tl 


7016 GI/2017 


(9195) 


[RR.R. 228/49/2017-RRfst-II] 
RR. Rt. 3TR. fRRTR), 3TRT RfRR 
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MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 
(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 7th December, 2017 

S.O. 2789. —In supersession of earlier DOPT Notification No. 228/49/2017-AVD-II dated 15.11.2017 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by sub section (1) of Section 5 read either Section 6 of the Delhi Special Police 
Estabilshment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of State Government of 
Chhattisgarh, Home Department (C-Section) issued vide Notification No. F-131/Home-c/2017 dated 29.11.2017 
hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment in the whole of 
the State of Chhatisgarh to investigate and inquire into the offence registered in Police Station Pandri, Raipur, 
Chhattisgarth in a case under FIR No. 340/17 u/s 384, 506 Indian Penal Code,1860(Act No.45 of 1860) and Police 
Station Civil Lines, Raipur, Chhattisgarh in a case under FIR No. 665/2017 u/s 67(A) of Information Technology Act, 
2000 and attempts, abetments and conspiracies in relation to or in connection with the offences in the said cases and in 
other offences committed in the course of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts. 

[F. No. 228/49/2017-AVD-II] 
S. P. R. TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 


R'hmi) 

5 Rfhc 2017 

t. 2/2017 

FT.3ff. 2790 . — -TTf% %T +K+K T FT. t. V. 12026/7/2017-FHT. I, % Rrfr 10 SH+r^cH, 2017 % FT. 3TT. t. 
306/2017 TFT Tf-ft SFFTT T, 'FKrflq fMH FTT (*ft. 9 I. ttt %. ?j. : 1980) (H-4iPl-^rd) TT TFTF FT fTT 9 ft tJTT 

TSHTCSTT (H-t-MR) FFTTW) TfifRqq, 1976 % T^T TTTftT 3pMtT TfsTTFr % TTTT % FT if FT FT W TfW TTT 
# TF^T T rftd T^f TTRr % f%TT 3PTTT 62 T^f # TFJ TT TTTT TTH TT%§ff TT>, TT ‘*ft FfpT ft, f%TT |l 

TtT TTf%, Tf-ft 3FFTT> T 23 TT^TT, 2017 % T TFT TfsfFnT % TTTT % FT FTP" TTTTT |l 

tt, tRcr-w, apfMtr srfsrrrw ft tft ftRIfvft (ttftT # tIttf, tjtt aftr ttt apr sit) tort, 

2017 % TTT FfeT TFFF FT- f%%Pft TJTT 37FFTSTF (t-HFRt WT^T) Tfsrf^TT, 1976 (1976 FT 13) STRT 12 
TFSTFCT (1) TTTT FTTT 9 lfTTf FT TTFI FTT fF FT TTFTT TJ^fl 3FFTT T FT TFT arfgTTTT % TTFT % FT if f^fxP FT 
3rf^jf%T FTpff fl 

3FFTT> FT TTT 23 TT^TT, 2017 % T T^T TT? # TTfsi % f%F TTTT TRTT apf # TTT; 

TFT TF 3TTTT TFT TTT 9 ff TF>, Tf '*ft fl, STTfRl Fpjfh 


[FT. T. F-12026/2/2015-FT# (TffF)] 


tff. fUtit;, ttf tRt 


MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Revenue) 

New Delhi, the 5th December, 2017 

No. 2/2017 

S.O. 2790. —Whereas, the Central Government by Office Order No. 306/2017, bearing file No. A. 12026/7/ 
2017-Ad.I, dated 10 th October, 2017 has appointed Ms. Ananya Ray, Indian Revenue Service (C&CE : 1980) (Retd.) as 
Member of the Appellate Tribunal established under Smugglers and Foreign Exchange Manipulators (Forfeiture of 





[RRT II-TsTTO 3(H)] 


TOT TO TORT : RfTMt 16, 2017/3TWTOT 25, 1939 


9197 


Property) Act, 1976 from the date of assumption of charge of the post for a term of three years or upto 62 years or until 
further orders, whichever is earliest. 

And whereas, Ms. Ananya Ray assumed the charge of the office of Member of the said Tribunal in the forenoon 
of the 23 rd October, 2017. 

Now in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 12 of the Smugglers and Foreign 
Exchange Manipulators (Forfeiture of Property) Act, 1976 (13 of 1976), read with the Tribunal, Appellate Tribunal and 
other Authorities (Qualifications, Experience and other Conditions of Service of Members) Rules, 2017, the Central 
Government hereby notifies the appointment of Ms. Ananya Ray as a Member of the aforesaid Tribunal. 

Ms. Ananya Ray shall hold office for a period of three years with effect from the forenoon of 23 rd October, 2017 
or till she attains the age of sixty-two years or until further orders whichever is earliest. 

[F. No. A-12026/2/2015-SO (CA)] 
S. BHOWMICK, Under Secy. 


(dm'icii wr) 

M fc#, 4 RbhT 2017 

TO.3TT. 2791TFTOlTO 3TR RTfg#q STfTOKt (WT RE RTfcl) R- RTMtoT, 1948 (1948 TO 41) Rlt TO 2 R 
TO; (R) 3FJTOT Tf TO TORR TOE TOR RR Et TOTO ETsRERT, TO1ER RT^TO ^rfTORt RT fRTTR 4 fRTOTO 
2017 E TOT R TOURER!, TORTT R WTO TO^RR srfTORt R RlfTO TO TOR TOR R fRTR RTfRTOT EE# t I 

[E. ^—4330/01/2015 ] 
rtot to, froiR (RRgro) 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(CPV DIVISION) 

New Delhi, the 4th December, 2017 

S.O. 2791. —In pursuance of clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths and 
Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government hereby authorises Shri Sanjay Kumar and Shri Ujjwal Jaiswal, 
Assistant Section Officers in Embassy of India, Havana to perform the Consular services as Assistant Consular Officers 
with effect from 4th December, 2017. 

[No. T-4330/01/2015] 
PRAKASH CHAND, Director (Consular) 


RlHH TOTTERT 

M ftecfr, 12 f#TR7R, 2017 

TO.3R. 2792.—t£#e TORN, ETOTET (TOT 7f) ERT7#E TOTTOff 7f) f#R RTRt) f^RRT, 1976 7f) f^RR 10 7f) 
TO #RTE ( 4 ) 7f) STJTOR E fejE TOTeET 7f) PlTO u ll#E TOR f#5 trrriWt TOR #%ET 7f) 

PlHfeiRild Tfrofroff f#R7f) 80 EfWl ^ ft# tpt RTrItoTO TOT TOT R7T feRTT t, 7RT RcTRRRT STf^RT^Tcl 

TfTOfr t> 

1. TOR faR RRTOt^R TOE felfttE, 

fcRrTRRpgT 400 TOfT^R, EpET, tfE : 521212 

TORT fcRjRTTTTOr RRfRT, fwTeTT trur, 3TTE E#T 

2. TOR ftpg TfRTO^TO totp tf#TT f#fi[#5, 
fcpTORTPST 765/400 7f).#. TOTRtR, 
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8TT fcf). tl. BT^ef wtl TFUlN-teFTTT Tfg, 31lR0itlcH TUT cf> W, 

NUU[N-584104 (cFlfep) 

3. TUR ftre 3TTO ferftcfe, 

0d' r je1 765/400 cttT. \iM05; / 

tut afk tser, 3ffc, -Ret 0 ^, Timm fi# Tfg, 23 f%.tr. ttUt 

[NT. 11011/9/2017-ft^t] 
TRcfT, 7UJUT Tlftl (HTT.) 


MINISTRY OF POWER 

New Delhi, the 12 th December, 2017 

S.O. 2792. —In pursuance of Sub Rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976 , the Central Government hereby notify the following offices of the Power Grid Corporation of 
India Ltd. Under the administrative control of Ministry of Power] where 80% of the staff have acquired working 
knowledge of Hindi:- 

1. Power Grid Corporation of India Ltd. 

Vijayawada 400 KV Sub-Station, Nunna, 

Pin-521212, Vijayawada Rural, 

Krishna District, Andhra Pradesh 

2. Power Grid Corporation of India Ltd. 

765/400 KV Sub-Station, 8 th KM Milestone, 

Raichur-Belgaum Road, Near Askihal Village, 

RAICHUR- 584102 (KARNATAKA) 

3. Power Grid Corporation of India Ltd., 

765/400 KV Sub-Station, 

Village & Mandal: Orvakal 
District: Kurnool 

Kurnool- Nandyal Highway Road, 23 KM Milestone 8 th KM Milestone, 

[No. 11011/9/2017-Hindi] 
BHARATI, Jt. Secy. (Adm.) 


sjh’m'I'mi Twt, ht^t afrr *n4*iPl0 Rav*! 

*U*l3 R'HMl) 

Tf 7 RTHL 2017 

TT.3H. 2793.—'TTTftT TTTT (WPW) ftftTT 1988 % RRdd (4) % ilRRb-lh (5) % aujTWT t 
TTT#T ttTTT Ud^iikl arfiT^Pd TUTT | pR % f%WI tt% spjtjtt t f%xr rpT f, % Tftfrf 07 fcv 

w|- 




0d 

WIT 


^-41'J‘d 0<d 

HkTosrrft 01 dm 

T Hdl 

TKrfld HH+ 01 

tttt 

wr 

3PJ 


1. 

TpT- 

9512382717 

02.06.2017 

#0 ftHPI tRdNIdd, 
sntt WTTfW, TT# 
TRfl, 

ftHTftntt, 

fftHTT 

triR % Pin ’jt 

6pd 09fi]d WT0 

15658 



2006 
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FFT- 

9512383323 


02.06.2017 


#0 -H/Hrfi 4FFF?FTF, 
f^TTTT Cl'S, cfTS*lI-H , 
f^FTTf^TFft, 
fftgFTT 


15658 

Spd 'Fspld <=Mp 


2006 


3. 


TT^T- 

9512383222 


05.06.2017 


#0 TFFflFT ^FF 
y'lS4d'H, 

ftttfr wttPftt ii-ft, 

JHdMI tftfr^, 

■Mini, 

f^FTT lpdd> - 124501, 
i 


FWT SFTrF % - 14587 

"iPnlds 9)I«K fri 


1998 


4. 


TTc^- 

9512383424 


07.06.2017 


#0FTfwRP'S4 

TfR-pTTTFTFT, 

Pmi fFF3fT_ 124106, 
^fi.41 u l I 


wff % Pm, ^ 

Spd Fisfild cw|P 


15658 


2006 


TFT- 

9512382818 


08.06.2017 


#0 tff; Wfl, 
TT? ■ft fw, ftftfr 

tFpFR", 

ftFTTftRlft - 127021, 
^fi.41 u l I 


•sip % Pm, ’jf 

Spd F>5p|d <=Mp 


15658 


2006 


FFT- 

9512382919 


08.06.2017 


#0 arrff s-d/yisPn, 

ft. ft. fr. 'idpi *ff, 

d^HFd!S, 

Pftt FfpTFK - 

121004, 

^fp||u|| 


•sip % Pm, ’jf 

Spd FfStd ®Mp 


15658 


2006 


7. 


F"T- 

9512383121 


08.06.2017 


#0 3F3FT fftd F^fTF, 

Phi 41 ff¥, ftHuflip 
=mHh % '1h41fi, fpM, 

d-flM "| I SI ^ . 

ftFTTftRTft- 127028, 
^fl.41 u l I 


UpfpTrijf 15658 

Spd F’fld ®"|P 


2006 


MM - 

9512383020 


10.06.2017 


#0 ^PTFFFT 44KIH 
ffld dsToi, 
ft. 1 fr. ft. SFTTFT, 
ftFTTft^Fft- 127031, 
fftFFTT 


W7 % Pm, T jf 
Spd 'FsPld ®"|P 


15658 


2006 


9. 


FH - 

9512383517 


12.06.2017 


#0 ft W 
9.4YP MdH, 

Pff HT1FT, FFFift f 

ftftftF, 


Wff % Pm, tjf 

sPd disPld ®mP 


15658 


2006 
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o. xt^t- 


9512383618 


1. XTH- 


9590000917 


2. ttcT- 


9512383820 


3. tt-ft- 


9512384418 


15.06.2017 to ttrfc 
pRT 

_ gftgmT _ 

15.06.2017 t0«xfp^f$ro, 

Ppft tR 4t.TTT. 

HTHT >T 2, 
xnr. '3ft. Cl'S, 
pTHTxptTT- 122002, 

_ fftgmT _ 

19.06.2017 #0 41 <^i s^'RlfRi 

dlSc'-H -dSpI, 

3PR- 

tt. tt. #. - Rfr, 

P~u — 124514, 

_ ^Ra)|U| I _ 

19.06.2017 ^0 3H8M TrRT 

d|^c4l t.+d/t, 

TTT RHt, 

Ti I -H pfl, 

f^HTTTT#-- 123411, 


% M M, ^ 

fiPd 5XTTT 


^Tjf TT^-^Tjf 

fiRSTTcf 

STD^TT/PFr cFgrf 
H?TlHdl Ft 


; si d 4 % pu ’jt 

sPd dijfTld or-ifd) 


( ds4 % Pu ’jt 

sPd disPli o'dT'h 



9512383921 



9512384620 


20.06.2017 tOxTTW ^d^ l sPfl , % Rf 

r ■ „ sPd disf/k or-ifdi 

dis TO 8, didi dis.'M WT 
% HFR, 

^ls<d, 

pFTTWFT- 121106, 

_ ^Rh I U| I _ 

20 . 06.2017 to RRft Tp+tt 

TTO Pro, dP tfsff t Hd'ld t 

Rfe to 7T7, 13/3, TP4TT ^ ^ 3 !p F!q n r 
3 *PFTT Wl¥T TT ’ft t 

tt tfSTT 


121003, 



9512384022 


22.06.2017 tO anr. #f. tRP to, xiit t Pot’jt 

_cwn ->_ ■ sPd disPld o^lTdi 


#ft#‘ 


T. HTW 
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Ri"i i <1 =6 — 124501, 

^R4I ij II 


17. 


TTTT- 

9512384224 


22.06.2017 


#0 3TWT TjPm 

Tto, 

fr it # Pbimi ’ff, 
wt?TFT, 

f^Fnf^TFfl- 127021, 

ff^TFTT 


<a.s4 % Pin ^ 

CoPtd d Q<*lT't> 


15658 


2006 


18. 


U "I - 

9512384123 


23.06.2017 


#0 ttf. ttit. sPs-m 
TTo fto, 

28-31, te-5, 

'b’H - II, •sft tt =( I =M, 

'•lll'l, 

f^FTT^T#- 123501, 

ff^nwr 


m'I'-TIRhith 

°m'N.I$'S (VTlft 
■s-^cfl) +«m 

SIFTI: 1100 fttt 
=lld sfrr TFT 
't>l4 c t>lR.<1l d I o-id I % 
ftrr 


1554 


01 


1988 


19. 


TJT'T- 

9512384317 


29.06.2017 


#0 t. TFT. 

tit ^rtty, tt. tr. 

ItFntn#, 

fftTFTT 


wttftrTTjt 15658 
ttfrf <ti5p|d ott> 


2006 


20 . 


tJ"T- 

9512384519 


30.06.2017 


tO WTT 

tt. tt. tr. h It -m >1=1 m, 
RFTT^Tit- 123401, 
fftnurr 


^tt tftrT’jt 15658 

<3pld 5?Tlt 


2006 


[t. ttFfTtr/13:11] 
tttt. %. Tfrf, tsrrft^ f Tit tfft 


MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 7th December, 2017 

S.O. 2793. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of 
which are given in the following schedule : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licences 

No. 

CM/L- 

Grant Date 

Name & Address of the 
Licensee 

Title of the Standard 

IS 

No. 

Part 

Sec. 

Year 

1. 

L- 

9512382717 

02.06.2017 

M/s. Dinesh Fabrications, 
Dhani Phogt Road, 

Charkhi Dadri, 

Distt. Bhiwani, 

Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 
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2. 

L- 

9512383323 

02.06.2017 

M/s. Saraswati 

Constructions, 

Hisar Road, Tosham, 

Distt. Bhiwani, 

Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 

3. 

L- 

9512383222 

05.06.2017 

M/s. Pioneer Penal 

Products, 

VPO Ismalia II-B, Kultana 
Beri Road, 

Sampla, 

Distt. Rohtak - 124501, 
Haryana 

Pre-Laminated 

Medium Density 

Fibre Boards 

14587 



1998 

4. 

L- 

9512383424 

07.06.2017 

M/s. Jangra Building 

Material Supplier, 

Village Ruriawas, 

Distt. Jhajjar, 

Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 

5. 

L- 

9512382818 

08.06.2017 

M/s. Tannu Tiles Factory, 
Dadri Road, VPO Haluwas, 

Distt. Bhiwani - 127021, 

Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 

6. 

L- 

9512382919 

08.06.2017 

M/s. AADI Enterprises, 
V.P.O. Panhera Khurd, 
Ballabgarh, 

Distt. Faridabad - 121004, 

Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 

7. 

L- 

9512383121 

08.06.2017 

M/s. Ajay Concrete Udyog, 

Pilani Road, Near BRCM 
College, 

Behai, Tehsil Loharu, 

Distt. Bhiwani - 127028, 

Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 

8. 

L- 

9512383020 

10.06.2017 

M/s. Jai Baba Dayadass 
Concrete Udyog, 

VPO Dhanana, 

Distt. Bhiwani - 127031, 

Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 

9. 

L- 

9512383517 

12.06.2017 

M/s. Kuber Ji and 

Associates, 

Railway Line, 

Munkati to Maroli Road, 

Dakora, 

Distt. Palwal, 

Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 

10. 

L- 

9512383618 

15.06.2017 

M/s. Sorout Tiles Udyog, 
Punhana Road, 

Hodal, 

Distt. Palwal, 

Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 
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11. 

L- 

9590000917 

15.06.2017 

M/s. Senco Gold Ltd., 

Mega City Mall, 

G.F. Shop No. 2, 

M.G. Road, 

Distt. Gurgaon- 122002, 
Haryana 

Gold and Gold Alloys 
Jewellery/Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 



2116 

12. 

L- 

9512383820 

19.06.2017 

M/s. Neeraj Interlocking 

Tiles Udyog, 

Near Bus Stand, V.P.O.- 
Chandi, 

Distt. Rohtak - 124514, 
Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 

13. 

L- 

9512384418 

19.06.2017 

M/s. Anmol Ratana 
Interlocking Tiles Factory, 
Village Daroli, Tehsil Kosli, 
Distt. Rewari - 123411, 
Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 

14. 

L- 

9512383921 

20.06.2017 

M/s. Nice Enterprises, 

Ward No.8, Opp. Baba Rice 
Mill,, 

Hodal, 

Distt. Palwal - 121106, 
Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 

15. 

L- 

9512384620 

20.06.2017 

M/s. KPC Flexi Tubes Pvt. 
Ltd., 

Plot No. 7A, 13/3, Mathura 
Road, 

Distt. Faridabad - 121003, 
Haryana 

PVC Water-Stops at 
Transverse 

Contraction Joints for 
use in Masonry and 
Concrete Dams 

15058 



2002 

16. 

L- 

9512384022 

22.06.2017 

M/s. R.D. Concrete Co., 

VPO Kultana, 

Sampla, 

Distt. Rohtak, 

Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 

17. 

L- 

9512384224 

22.06.2017 

M/s. Baba Mungippa 
Construction Co., 

Tosham, Distt. Bhiwani, 
Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 

18. 

L- 

9512384123 

23.06.2017 

M/s. L.S. Cable India Pvt. 
Ltd., 

Plot No. 28-31, Sector-5, 

Phase - II, G.C. Bawal, 

Distt. Rewari - 123501, 
Haryana 

PVC Insulated (Heavy 
Duty) Electric Cables 

Part 1: For Working 
Voltages upto and 
including 1100 V 

1554 

01 


1988 

19. 

L- 

9512384317 

29.06.2017 

M/s. J.S. Enterprises, 

Village Banipur, 

P.O. Bawal, 

Distt. Rewari, 

Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 
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20. 

L- 

30.06.2017 

M/s. Manglam Infratech, 

Precast Concrete 

15658 

- 

- 

2006 


9512384519 


V.P.O. Padianwas, 

Distt. Rewari, 

Haryana 

Blocks for Paving 






[No. CMD/13:111 
S. K. VERMA, Scientist E & Head 

ferofl, 7 2017 

^T.31T. 2794.— TrnrfpT TOTOP (WPTOT) RRdh, 1988 % RRdh (5) % HHRRdh (6) % TOfWI *f 
4HcTN 4M + o^fl PTTfRT StR-^Rh TOTT 1R> f%TO R=H U I TT% MI^■Hi'Hi’ TO TOT% TOT TOlWt Tf dl-H^I T TTO /toRTO 
TO fin WT t :- 




5t>4 

HI^O 4<s4I 

r\ 

HI^44Soft TO TPT T TO 


°t>41 4T| RR 

TOTOT 

■HI 0,4 1 M/ 

■NTO^ TH.41'4 4M+ TO 

01 

trw-9512368723 

t. TOf^ft Rttot pro 

UHIN 4 f%., 

4^+1 <i fte, nr ftf?, 

Rihi st to < - 1 24501, 

flpHl'tll 

'id-i i 4U <41 In ’TrRcfr % 
Rttt 3tot fRror 

TOfr 

TOf TOT 15997:2012 

22.06.2017 


[T. 41 tut 41 /13:13] 
ptt. to mf, t?rrf^T f tojw 


New Delhi, the 7th December, 2017 

S.O. 2794. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of 
which are given below have been cancelled/suspended with effect from the date indicated against each: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licences No. 
CM/L- 

Name & Address 
of the Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
Cancelled/suspension 

Date of Cancellation 

01 

L-9512368723 

M/s. IUP Jindal Metals & 
Alloys Ltd., 

Dehkora Road, 

Village Rohad, 

Bahadurgarh, 

Distt. Jhajjar- 124501, 
Haryana 

Low Nickel Austenitic Stainless 
Steel Sheet and Strips for Utensils 
and Kitchen Appliances 

IS 15997:2012 

22.06.2017 


[No. CMD/13:13] 
S. K. VERMA, Scientist E & Head 







[*IFT II-7sW 3(H)] 


WT FTT TIWT : RlHMl 16, 2017/31 ilSI4U| 25, 1939 
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Ff ffeft, 7 P.FHl , 2017 

W-3TT. 2795.—sn-i.cft-M FTW Fjfr (WW) RRdF 1988 % ftftw 4 % -c^RdF (5) % snppUT t 'FKcfld 
FTFF> 3^rT TTrf^gprj arfsnjfe F7FFT | f% fe Frfetf % few fe SFJTjtt t fe FF f, % fefFT FFT fe tttt |> 

3T^ 


W 

WTT 


hi^+T-h wt 


F^tfFT FFt 


WferptFTFTF 

F HF l 


Flfer FTW FT 

*ffe 


FT FT 


wr 




Ft 


F7T- 

9512382018 


02.05.2017 


to fefet, 

3ii "g R^i4] tR % FFrttF, 
FF tfe FfF, 

FTT^TF', 

feTfeltt - 127028, 
^'Rd|U|l 


Wt FF fe 1 

few; 

3F^T l7 T/f§F^T 


1417 


2016 


^TT- 

F^lddl W 

spFCFFT 


FF- 

9512382220 


04.05.2017 


#0 SfFFTfet, 

SfTFT >t0 781/2, fe fe, 
3HMM snfsfTFFT % FFfe, 
3H~s '+)'Tld(dld, 
feT MvTldMK, 


Wf T^f fe" 

few; 

aF^F/f^l^T 

^ m- 

■H jH'F d I FF 


1417 


2016 


TT^T- 

9512382321 


04.05.2017 


#0 3TFFT fet, 

FTFFO 781/2, few, 
3HNH sfeTFT % wfe, 
31F'S '-tvTldldld, 
feT FfeldK, 

FftFFTT 


Fltt FF tffr 

few; 

3F^FH'/fe T T 

^m.~ 

F^lddl 


2112 


2014 


tt^ 


Sp^WF 


TT^f- 

9512382422 


04.05.2017 


tO HdtUR W FTFFOT, 
ttfe WFTfeT ll-tt, 
^i"idld I tftW, 

d£lTN Hi'lHI, 

Fd^ii <l$d=t> - 124501, 

d.Pdl'JII 


wHwmr? 
fe FWTWFF 
tsfiT Fit 


12406 


2003 


FFT- 

9512382523 


05.05.2017 


tO fe F^RTtfe, 
31Tf-34, wfkF IJ.P 41, 
FFT-I, 

f%FT '-b-TldldId - 121003, 
pffeFT 


?fe tfrffeF ttf 

% FTF TPJFF ttj 

tF ^7% 


4246 


2002 
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6. XTcT- 


9590000117 


7. tt~t- 


9590000218 


8. TFT- 


9590000319 


9. tt^t- 


9590000420 


10 . 


9590000521 


11. P/T- 


08.05.2017 #0Wl4x#, 

XET c|MK, XT|dH*P, 

P"ll fTT4T, 

fTp r TTTT 

08.05.2017 40w4^, 

TXTt tl-s, 

pFIT xlgdT, 

^PaII'41 

08.05.2017 #0 wfmT 

tit tO 37, h i Pi Til di'jtK, 

PR<i fte, 

pi'll <lgrtTi - 1 24001, 

#4 I'4 I 

08.05.2017 tO XT^Jxrr 

^TT# XT# 

Pftt H"^r| T - 124001, 

08.05.2017 #0 HTT 3T3PT fXTTC, 

THt dls, 

P"ll <IT - 124001, 

#4 Dll 

15.05.2017 tO^nrP^M 


9512382624 


^W.~ 

XT^Iddl X# 

X^HTH _ 

T^Tjf TTt^Tjf 

ft^srnj 

aiD^/Rl^T 

^Wf,- 

x#ddl X# 
X^.i+d 
7^X]f Xjt 7*pf 

ftxsrmxj 

sttxjrxt/Rtx^t 

^ wf.~ 

XI $'44 I X# 

X^HTH _ 

XTt ?^T3f 

ft'srsrnj 

XT#TTTTXT^ 

Xj^<j°H _ 

3TD^/f$FTT 

XTfRTrfrX# 

xj^<i4H _ 

XI#r % PlM xjt 
6pd Tsftd 







12. XTcT- 


9590000622 


13. xttt- 



9590000723 


PfttPrt#- 127308, 

_ $t4DII _ 

17.05.2017 #0 HTXTT WET ftxS’R x#ft, 

Wrf to 4, SRT^f xp#, ftNXJFT 

aHWr/ftHT 

Tfttr Hiltl, XT^I'ddl TTt 

pFTT ^FTit, xj^rpTR 

_ $t4DII _ 

17.05.2017 tO XTRT WTXT #x^t, tTttxjttftt 

4T# to 4, SRTT^r XR#, ftNXJFT 

aTrxijiTxiT/ttH^T 








[TFT II-7sTO 3(ii) ] 


TOT F7T TOUT : ROHt 16, 2017/3TO1TO 25, 1939 
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14. 

FT- 

9590000824 

25.05.2017 

#0 ^TT, 

41-288, ^TTTTPF-1, 
f^FTT^ITO- 122002, 
fftTOTT 

ii=i -M "J| 

TOp;- 

hfTlddl FT 

1417 



2016 

15. 

TpT- 

9512383719 

31.05.2017 

40 “MlPlifl 

■Hi 9)d 1, 

f^FTTTOTO - 121004, 
fftTOTT 

ar^oRri - 

3T^.+ 3TTTTT 

15757 



2007 


[4. 41U-M 41/13:11] 
FT. %. TOf, twrf^FT f FT TFJW 


New Delhi, the 7th December, 2017 

S.O. 2795. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulation 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licence particulars of 
which are given in the following schedule: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licences 

No. 

CM/L- 

Grant Date 

Name & Address of the 
Licensee 

Title of the Standard 

IS 

No. 

Part 

Sec. 

Year 

1 . 

L- 

9512382018 

02.05.2017 

M/s. Deep Jewellers, 

Near Old Bijli Board, 

Loharu 

Distt. Bhiwani - 127028, 
Haryana 

Gold and Gold Alloys 
Jewellery/Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 



2016 

2. 

L- 

9512382220 

04.05.2017 

M/s. Apna Jewellers, 

Shop No.781/2, Link Road, 
Near Aggarwal 

Dharamshala, 

Old Faridabad, 

Distt. Faridabad, 

Haryana 

Gold and Gold Alloys 
Jewellery/Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 



2016 

3. 

L- 

9512382321 

04.05.2017 

M/s. Apna Jewellers, 

Shop No.781/2, Link Road, 
Near Aggarwal 

Dharamshala, 

Old Faridabad, 

Distt. Faridabad, 

Haryana 

Silver and Silver 

Alloys 

Jewellery/Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

2112 



2014 

4. 

L- 

9512382422 

04.05.2017 

M/s. Pioneer Panel 

Products, 

VPO Ismalia II-B, Kultana 
Beri Road, 

Sampla, 

Distt. Rohtak - 124501, 
Haryana 

Medium Density Fibre 
Board for General 
Purpose 

12406 



2003 

5. 

L- 

9512382523 

05.05.2017 

M/s. Glen Appliances, 

1-34, Industrial Area, 

Phase-I, 

Distt. Faridabad - 121003, 
Haryana 

Domestic Gas Stoves 
for use with Liquefied 
Petroleum Gas 

4246 



2002 

6. 

L- 

9590000117 

08.05.2017 

M/s. Pawan Jewellers, 

Main Bazar, Matanhail, 

Distt. Jhajjar, 

Haryana 

Gold and Gold Alloys 
Jewellery/Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 



2016 
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7. 

L- 

9590000218 

08.05.2017 

M/s. Rajan Jewellers, 

Railway Road, 

Distt. Rohtak, 

Haryana 

Gold and Gold Alloys 
Jewellery/Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 



2016 

8. 

L- 

9590000319 

08.05.2017 

M/s. Malhotra Sons 

Jewellers, 

Shop No.37, Palika Bazar, 
Civil Road 

Distt. Rohtak - 124001, 
Haryana 

Gold and Gold Alloys 
Jewellery/Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 



2016 

9. 

L- 

9590000420 

08.05.2017 

M/s. Madhusudan 

Jewellers, 

Railway Road, Corner of 
Photo Wali Gali, 

Distt. Rohtak - 124001, 
Haryana 

Gold and Gold Alloys 
Jewellery/Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 



2016 

10. 

L- 

9590000521 

08.05.2017 

M/s. Lai Chand Ajay 

Kumar, 

Railway Road, 

Distt. Rohtak - 124001, 
Haryana 

Gold and Gold Alloys 
Jewellery/Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 



2016 

11. 

L- 

9512382624 

15.05.2017 

M/s. Jai Kissan Enterprises, 
Loharu Road, Badhra, 

Distt. Bhiwani - 127308, 
Haryana 

Precast Concrete 

Blocks for Paving 

15658 



2006 

12. 

L- 

9590000622 

17.05.2017 

M/s. Lala Bal Kishan 
Jewellers, 

W. No.4, Anaj Mandi, 

Haily Mandi, 

Tehsil Pataudi, 

Distt. Gurgaon, 

Haryana 

Gold and Gold Alloys 
Jewellery/Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 



2016 

13. 

L- 

9590000723 

17.05.2017 

M/s. Lala Bal Kishan 
Jewellers, 

W. No.4, Anaj Mandi, 

Haily Mandi, 

Tehsil Pataudi, 

Distt. Gurgaon, 

Haryana 

Silver and Silver 

Alloys 

Jewellery/Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

2112 



2014 

14. 

L- 

9590000824 

25.05.2017 

M/s. LUNA, 

B-288, Sushant Lok-1, 

Distt. Gurgaon - 122002, 
Haryana 

Gold and Gold Alloys 
Jewellery/Artefacts - 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 



2016 

15. 

L- 

9512383719 

31.05.2017 

M/s. Kwality Limited, 

Softa, 

Distt. Palwal - 121004, 
Haryana 

Follow-up Formula - 
Complementary Foods 

15757 



2007 


[No. CMD/13:11] 
S. K. VERMA, Scientist E & Head 

7 RdHG 2017 

W.3TT. 2796.—STTTcffa FTTT Sfff (WPJR) 1988 % (5) % 3MR Pi H H (6) % 3T^TRW if 

T| i < rfli| TTFTT ®^Tt ^TTT f' f% R'M TPT •TTsTpTT Tt 7FT% 3TRT '?SflI41 *rf <11 fl'si Tf 

/7=srfrT?T W. f^TT W f 








































[BIB II-TsPTO 3(H)] 


BTTO TO BTOIR : ROM/ 16, 2017/3TRB1BB 25, 1939 
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3I^ft 


TOT 

HI£4r TOsBI 

HIs^-HRI'G 4>l BI4 B MB! 

RRRR BTOd4d TOMTOM/ 

TO TOR 

BRBT 

41 U4 UR/ 

RTO3J BTTrftB RTRB> TO sfHro 

01 

BR-9801584 

#0 TJBf BTTOBB, 

BIB TOM', #BB B0 1, TOM B0 

1, B # " r) R >c ' 1 dO 12, Ri^ii do 

15/5/1, 

TOTORRR, 

f%HT TO?[RBTBTR - 121004, 
Mbtrt 

Qbrtob mbbr 

(ATOBBTO RTffM fTTBTOT 

TOR % TORTBT) 

BTf ttr 14543:2004 

08.05.2017 


[B. 410,441/ 13:13] 

BR. %. RRf, MR + f TO RT{R 


New Delhi, the 7th December, 2017 

S.O. 2796. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of 
which are given below have been cancelled/suspended with effect from the date indicated against each: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licences No. 
CM/L- 

Name & Address 
of the Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant 
Indian Standards covered by the 
licence Cancelled/suspension 

Date of Cancellation 

01 

L-9801584 

M/s. Surya Products, 

Village Baroli, Khewat No. 1, 
Khatauni No.l, Mustkil No. 12, 
KilaNo. 15/5/1, 

Ballabgarh, 

Distt. Faridabad - 121004, 
Haryana 

Packaged Drinking Water (Other 
Than Packaged Natural Mineral 
Water) 

IS 14543:2004 

08.05.2017 


[No. CMD/13:13] 
S. K. VERMA, Scientist E & Head 


3ftR REbR'Ef) 4TO BRIcHB 

Bij Rc-cfr, 11 SrcrqsK, 2017 

BH.3IT. 2797.—<fM<1 BRB7R cBl M Mel BlRT t f% BTlTO f%R B TO 3TTBTOTO t MKldlM ^c^ETT-^fr^ 
RTRlilR nRhIvHHI 3Br4r 4$MrB TOTSlt B) mRtoB #R; 3TTO[-rM, faeTT-RTO, TOR—f4lTR B ?feRR 
BBRel BRrRrB lei 144^ URT MIsJMcHlsH BTpfl RTf%R | 

3fk bMr TOB>K r 4 M f4sR4 B^ RRlBTR B) f^ftr snRTRTO Mel BlRT t f% TOT ^ B f^RTBl 

4nR TOTR WfeTTO fMf TO4 BR TRRTB t 3fft RT 3TRRJTOT 4 TOFB 3^41 B bMr t, BMRIm cUT 3 t4b 
ftiRT TOR | 

3TR: TOT, bMr RRBTO, ^tfeEFT 3fR TsrfM MI:?Meil:?RT (^jRf B BBRlB B) STf^BTO BR BTufa) STRtRrB, 1962 
(1962 BR 50) B^t HRT 3 b4 BBHRT (l) RRT TOR Rf^RRT TO TOtB Br4 fR, TOR B TOBlB ^ 3lf§TR7R TO 

TOfR Br4 4 TORT 3BBR B^t UlW BRtfT 11 
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oqfcST, ufl \3TcT B ^iMcI ^ 3 ftcEEg t, W cTT^RsI TI f^TWT, TpRT ^ TMER if Zf8JT WTftcT 

yfrElt WERT 'JEfcTT ^Tef^T ^FRT W<ft t, ^t£EI f^T ^ 3EET, ^ ^ ?ffcR 
f%OT? #cj vSMHi J I ^ ^ 3E3^T ^ fcR, ^ EFT^tT ERTC ftlE cf TISFF OTferfr 3TRef 

(WTefT^T te<51«H) TcETT, faR ^JT, ERcT feR ^TefEfr, ^frRTT EPS, EEET, f^Ef: 800001, f%STE feffecl 
EFT 3 3TOET *E5T TT^TT I 












[W\ II-TsTO 3(H)] 


■TO TTTO ; RlHHl 16, 2017/3TOTOT 25, 1939 
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812 


00 

02 

44 

822 


00 

07 

18 

829 


00 

12 

00 

826 


00 

00 

42 

828 


00 

00 

48 

832 


00 

09 

31 

833 


00 

00 

40 

413 


00 

01 

41 

416 


00 

06 

51 

417 


00 

07 

88 

421 


00 

05 

35 

388 


00 

02 

25 

386 


00 

02 

12 

383 


00 

00 

40 

484 


00 

01 

16 

385 


00 

01 

65 

423 


00 

01 

39 

424 


00 

03 

42 

425 


00 

02 

59 

426 


00 

04 

05 

427 


00 

03 

55 

605 


00 

00 

40 

428 


00 

08 

93 

429 


00 

05 

05 

434 


00 

05 

53 

433 


00 

07 

06 

430 


00 

00 


432 


00 

03 

03 

437 


00 

01 

97 

440 


00 

12 

38 

450 


00 

08 

58 

451 


00 

02 

06 

455 


00 

05 

94 
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[W\ II-TsTO 3(H)] 


■TO TTTO ; RlHHl 16, 2017/3TOTOT 25, 1939 
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518 


00 

04 

82 

514 


00 

00 

40 

519 


00 

11 

90 

516 


00 

00 

43 

528 


00 

02 

18 

529 


00 

04 

82 

643 


00 

05 

41 

540 


00 

00 

40 

541 


00 

00 

96 

461 


00 

00 

40 

526 


00 

05 

41 

500 


00 

04 

93 

497 


00 

05 

01 

494 


00 

00 

33 

496 


00 

00 

40 

495 


00 

11 

95 

483 


00 

01 

97 



00 

02 

91 

187 


00 

02 

03 

358 


00 

25 

72 

369 


00 

05 

21 

368 


00 

03 

21 

356 


00 

12 

51 

370 


00 

13 

50 

375 


00 

05 

24 

376 


00 

03 

21 

377 


00 

07 

45 

378 


00 

01 

96 

379 


00 

00 

62 

380 


00 

01 

67 

374 


00 


40 

381 


00 

09 

59 

383 


00 

10 

61 
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401 


00 

04 

57 


400 


00 

00 

40 


397 


00 

13 

08 


415 


00 

08 

62 


416 


00 

08 

56 


959 


00 

14 

71 


402 


00 

00 

40 


1857 


00 

08 

58 

2TRT ^0-438 

1855 


00 

01 

40 


1853 


00 

33 

79 


1851 


00 

03 

34 


1846 


00 

07 

38 


1844 


00 

02 

14 


1843 


00 

04 

37 


1816 


00 

07 

19 


1835 


00 

09 

71 


1667 


00 

05 

03 


1668 


00 

05 

49 


1669 


00 

05 

01 


1671 


00 

03 

99 


1687 


00 

06 

86 


1675 


00 

00 

74 


1685 


00 

02 

91 


1688 


00 

01 

63 


1686 


00 

01 

88 


1689 


00 

08 

69 


1693 


00 

04 

47 


1694 


00 

05 

30 


1697 


00 

06 

13 


1699 


00 

14 

28 


1719 


00 

09 

65 


1724 


00 

01 

58 


1733 


00 

08 

67 
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[W\ II-TsTO 3(H)] 


■TO TTTO ; RlHHl 16, 2017/3TOTOT 25, 1939 
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1447 


00 

01 

31 

1441 


00 

05 

91 

1440 


00 

03 

09 

1453 


00 

08 

82 

1438 


00 

06 

24 

1437 


00 

13 

14 

1371 


00 

04 

63 

1411 


00 

05 

42 

1434 


00 

00 

94 

1413 


00 

10 

51 

1414 


00 

00 

40 

1422 


00 

02 

57 

1425 


00 

22 

21 

1424 


00 

01 

71 

1426 


00 

11 

16 

1427 


00 

05 

37 

1428 


00 

01 

20 

1431 


00 

06 

24 

953 


00 

02 

98 

951 


00 

06 

81 

948 


00 

06 

04 

949 


00 

03 

36 

954 


00 

08 

09 

621 


00 

21 

49 

620 


00 

01 

14 

615 


00 

10 

65 

625 


00 

00 

40 

626 


00 

05 

96 

629 


00 

06 

28 

630 


00 

01 

35 

634 


00 

10 

20 

643 


00 

03 

65 

593 


00 

01 

22 

592 


00 

08 

71 

591 


00 

03 

17 

645 


00 

00 

60 

661 


00 

09 

59 
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590 


00 

09 

81 

660 


00 

00 

40 

662 


00 

02 

64 

663 


00 

00 

40 

573 


00 

00 

40 

670 


00 

13 

42 

671 


00 

02 

64 

672 


00 

09 

44 

673 


00 

05 

82 

674 


00 

02 

37 

675 


00 

01 

70 

725 


00 

00 

74 

676 


00 

01 

74 

677 


00 

01 

39 

678 


00 

00 

40 

566 


00 

09 

46 

561 


00 

02 

56 

559 


00 

06 

04 

399 


00 

07 

29 

396 


00 

01 

63 

395 


00 

02 

55 

400 


00 

06 

03 

394 


00 

00 

95 

369 


00 

09 

95 

371 


00 

04 

51 

372 


00 

02 

63 

334 


00 

08 

57 

333 


00 

00 

40 

332 


00 

02 

50 

331 


00 

02 

81 

329 


00 

06 

22 

330 


00 

07 

16 

327 


00 

03 

85 

196 


00 

07 

33 

147 


00 

03 

08 

146 


00 

06 

20 

145 


00 

05 

90 
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144 


00 

02 

07 


150 


00 

09 

76 


151 


00 

06 

05 


152 


00 

00 

56 


153 


00 

07 

24 


154 


00 

09 

80 


155 


00 

11 

14 


156 


00 

00 

40 


157 


00 

07 

75 


158 


00 

08 

51 


160 


00 

01 

92 


15 


00 

04 

72 

TOT 'TO—402 

14 


00 

02 

40 


[W. ft. 3TR-25011/21/201 7-#3TTT-I] 


WTfTO, 3T^TfTf%? 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 11th October, 2017 

S.O. 2797. —Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that a 
pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited in Block-Bausi, District.-Banka in the State of Bihar for 
‘Proposed Augmentation of Paradip-Haldia-Durgapur LPG pipeline and its extension up to Patna and Muzaffarpur’ for 
the transportation of LPG Product; 

And, whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on 
which the copies of the notification issued under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the 
Gazette of India are made available to the general public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein 
for laying of the pipeline under the land, to Shri Jagdish Prasad Singh & Competent Authority, Indian Oil Corporation 
Limited. (Pipelines Division), Nishi Kunj, Basant Vihar Colony, Boring Road, Patna-800001 (Bihar) 


SCHEDULE 


Block-Bausi 

Dist.-Banka 

State-Bihar 

Mouja / Thana No. 

Survey / Plot 

Sub-Div-No. 

Area 

No. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Nimko Kita 

Thana No. - 399 

2 


00 

14 

12 

Bhaga 

1087 


00 

52 

05 

Thana No. - 470 

1084 


00 

01 

83 




















[W\ II-TsFS- 3(H)] 


^TR?T TT3TO : 


25, 1939 
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604 



14 

28 

605 



00 

50 

601 



03 

74 

602 



05 

00 

603 



00 

59 

572 



05 

97 

571 



04 

69 

573 



02 

85 

553 




74 

568 



07 


513 



03 


512 



01 


518 



04 

82 

514 



00 

40 

519 



11 

90 

516 



00 

43 

528 



02 

18 

529 



04 

82 

643 



05 

41 

540 



00 


541 




96 

461 




40 

526 



05 

41 

500 



04 

93 

497 



05 


494 




33 

496 




40 

495 


00 

11 

95 

483 


00 

01 

97 




02 

91 

187 


00 

02 

03 

358 


00 

25 

72 

369 


00 

05 

21 

368 


00 

03 

21 

356 


00 

12 

51 

370 


00 

13 

50 

375 


00 

05 

24 

376 


00 

03 

21 
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^TR?T TT3TO : 


25, 1939 
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^TR?T TT3TO : 


25, 1939 
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^TR?T TT3TO : 


25, 1939 
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^TR?T TT3TO : 


25, 1939 
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870 


00 

13 

04 


864 


00 

03 

84 


499 


00 

08 

81 


500 


00 

09 

86 


498 


00 

02 

05 


496 


00 

12 

24 


482 


00 

08 

41 


476 


00 

04 

09 


477 


00 

00 

40 


479 


00 

08 

10 


481 


00 

04 

18 


AA 


00 

06 

48 


538 


00 

05 

27 


108 


00 

00 

84 


109 


00 

05 

24 


107 


00 

03 

57 


106 


00 

01 

17 


104 


00 

36 

83 


87 


00 

01 

51 


92 


00 

00 

00 


88 


00 

09 

83 


91 


00 

01 

01 


95 


00 

12 

59 


96 


00 

01 

10 

Saruwa 

Road 


00 

05 

98 

Thana No. - 467 

2222 


00 

00 

59 


2220 


00 

05 

09 


2219 


00 

35 

59 


2211 


00 

33 

08 


Road 


00 

01 

29 

Kairi 

4939 


00 

10 

17 

Thana No. - 447 

282 


00 


40 


281 


00 

07 

05 


278 


00 

01 

43 


280 


00 

07 

99 


270 


00 

06 

54 


269 


00 

02 

49 


268 


00 

01 

37 
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573 


00 



670 


00 

13 

42 

671 


00 

02 

64 

672 


00 

09 

44 

673 


00 

05 

82 

674 


00 

02 

37 

675 


00 

01 


725 


00 


74 

676 


00 

01 

74 

677 


00 

01 

39 

678 


00 



566 


00 

09 

46 

561 


00 

02 

56 

559 


00 

06 


399 


00 

07 

29 

396 


00 

01 

63 

395 


00 

02 

55 

400 


00 

06 


394 


00 


95 

369 


00 

09 

95 

371 


00 

04 

51 

372 


00 

02 

63 

334 


00 

08 

57 

333 


00 

00 

40 

332 


00 

02 

50 

331 


00 

02 

81 

329 


00 

06 

22 

330 


00 

07 

16 

327 


00 

03 

85 

196 


00 

07 

33 

147 


00 

03 

08 

146 


00 

06 

20 

145 


00 

05 

90 

144 


00 

02 

07 

150 


00 

09 

76 

151 


00 

06 

05 

152 


00 

00 

56 

153 


00 

07 

24 








[’TFT II-TsFS- 3(H)] 



Sujap 

Thana no. - 402 


PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 

Fij Reel), 11 3FPTJ5R, 2017 

FF.3F. 2798.—FT Rid FFF7R F7[ ^FT FTffcT FlFT t f% efRF f%F F FF 3TFF3RF t f% MKI^N Fc^UfT-^Ff^ 
FT^FFTT^F FFT^F mRfIFHI FTFPfcT ^tfeTFF FFTFf FT FRFjyF 3TFFT-FFF, RtFTT-FFF, FT^F—ReTR F ^%FF 
3TTFFT FFFRFF fc#Rs ITRT FT^FFTT^F Rr^ FTpft FT%F I 

3fR RRR FFFR FTt TFfft FT^FFTT^F RrrT FT FFlFTF FT RR 3TTF^TFT FTffcT FtFT t % FF ’jR F RlF<£ 
RcR FFF FT^FFTT^F RrTs? FTRf FF FFTTF t 3ffc Fft FTRk^HI FT FFFF 3FJF[zfr F fMcT t, FFFR FF STufF 
%FT FTTF I 

3TF 3TF, RRR FFFR, ^IfeTFF 3?R FtRf FT^FFTTfRT (^jR F FFFtF FT 3 TRtF7R FF 3R[f) 3TRRfF, 1962 
(1962 FF 50) F^t FRT 3 F^t FFFRT (l) FRT FFFT FRcPTf FF FFTF FrR |jF, FFF ^jR F FFFRt FT STRfFF FF 
3TFfF FtR FT 3TF^ 3TTFF F^t FlW FFRcft 11 

F7l| "cfRf, FfT FFF STF^R F fMcT 'gR F RcTFTg t, FF FTRft R RtFFTT, FRF FT FFTFF F FFT FFfRcT 
^FT 3TRr[FFT F^t FfcTFf FTFTFF FTFFT F^ FFFRF FRT R FTtR f, ^FF?RT Rf FT 3RFF, ^jR FT RcR FT^FFTT^F 
ftfRTF FTRT FFFR FT 3 tRF 7R FT 3RfF FT fcR, Rt FTfRf FFTF fR? F FSTF FTRftR) ^4H 3TTFFT FFFRFF 
RlR<^, (FT^FFTT^F fRRFTF) FFFT, RR FFJT, FFFT RFR FFFrRt RfR Rf, FFFT, Rf: 800001, ReTR F7T RrRcT 
FTF F 3TTRF Rf fRfT I 


3TF,^ 


3RTFT—FTFF 


FfFTT/ STTFT F. 

i 

FTFF 

STTFT F— 51 


F^/RFF F. 


Rjlell— 

FFF 

Njlvri)—f 

«IFK 

1 

FF—^iF—F. 




#F^FF 

3TT% 

Fff ’flFF 


3 

4 

5 

6 



00 

03 

57 



00 

02 

08 







00 

03 

34 


00 

26 

15 


00 

00 

40 


00 

21 

68 


00 

02 

52 
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857 


00 

00 

64 

856 


00 

01 

75 

855 


00 

03 

40 

854 


00 

04 

11 

853 


00 

04 

55 

852 


00 

03 

60 

851 


00 

03 

14 

850 


00 

02 

56 

692 


00 

07 

22 

691 


00 

00 

50 

698 


00 

11 

75 

699 


00 

00 

84 

697 


00 

03 

99 

720 


00 

16 

19 

721 


00 

03 

85 

719 


00 

02 

83 

718 


00 

02 

48 

722 


00 

07 

43 

756 


00 

03 

08 

592 


00 

16 

58 

599 


00 

02 

37 

588 


00 

12 

83 

587 


00 

10 

62 

586 


00 

03 

94 

584 


00 

00 

85 

478 


00 

01 

04 

476 


00 

02 

79 

479 


00 

01 

22 

518 


00 

03 

30 

519 


00 

00 

78 

517 


00 

01 

55 
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514 


00 

00 

40 

512 


00 

00 

74 

53 


00 

02 

64 

54 


00 

06 

80 

52 


00 

00 

51 

51 


00 

00 

40 

49 


00 

04 

93 

48 


00 

04 

59 

47 


00 

04 

54 

46 


00 

01 

67 

43 


00 

04 

76 

40 


00 

07 

63 

41 


00 

08 

67 

42 


00 

10 

22 

38 


00 

40 

11 

35 


00 

07 

82 

7 


00 

16 

72 


[W. A. 31TT-25011/21/2017-#3iTT-I] 

3r^T7rf%^ 


New Delhi, the 11th October, 2017 

S.O. 2798.—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that a 
pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited in Block-Banka, District.-Banka in the State of Bihar for 
‘Proposed Augmentation of Paradip-Haldia-Durgapur LPG pipeline and its extension up to Patna and Muzaffarpur’ for 
the transportation of LPG Product; 

And, whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on 
which the copies of the notification issued under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the 
Gazette of India are made available to the general public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein 
for laying of the pipeline under the land, to Shri Jagdish Prasad Singh & Competent Authority, Indian Oil Corporation 
Limited (Pipelines Division), Nishi Kunj, Basant Vihar Colony, Boring Road, Patna-800001 (Bihar). 
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[’TFT II-TsFS- 3(H)] 


FRF FF FFFF 


6, 2017/ 




[F. No. R-25011/21/2017-OR-I] 
PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 


Flj Reel), 11 3T7RJFF, 2017 

F>T.3TT. 2799.—F/Rk FRFFF Tfft ftFTT Mel FftTT t f% cftFT fftcT F FIT 3TT7PFFT t MKI^M dcftkl-gFftjT 
spf FTF/ftF FfMRFT STRPfcT ft^tfeTFF FFTftf ftl i|Rc|£H ftg 3TFR-7RRF, fftTcTT-FFF, FRF-ftfRR F ^f%FF 
cblMl^H RlRlck £RT FT^FFTT^F feTSF^ RFft FTfftF | 

3fR Tfftftk FRTfTR Tfft ft^ft FT^FcTT^F f^Rl $ nftlwH Tfl fcTF 3TT7FFF7 Mel RftTT t % FFT ^fft F f^N# 
’ftcR FFF Wrai^T fftRT^ RUt <FT FFFTF t afft RT ?FT rRk^HI FT FTeFF STF^ft) ft fMcT t, RFFTF FF RufF 
%FT RTF I 

RTF: RF, TfFftftf FRFFF, ftjfrfeTFF Rk FsrfftR FT^FRT^RT (^fft ft RFFTF 7fT rRtFFF FF RFftf) RRrfftFF, 1962 
(1962 FF 50) Fft FTFT 3 Fft WTTFT (l) iTRT FFR FfftcTFT FF FFftF FRft fF, RFF ^jfft ft RFFTF tR 3Tf§TFFF FF 
RFfF FRft Tfl RFft RTFF Fft RTW FRcft 11 

Tfftf Tzrf^FT, RT FFF R^FjTft ft Tff&tcT ftfft 3 fftcTFTg t, FFT FTftRT FT RlFFft, FRF Tfl FTRFR ft FFT FFFfftF 
^FT rRiFJFFT Fft FfrTFT FTTFTFR RFFT trT FFcRF FRT ftt RTTcfl t, ^FF?PF Rf Tfl 3FFF, ftfft Tfl ftftR FT^FRT^F 
fTfRTF RTft #3 FFFlF Tfl rRfff Tfl RFfF Tfl fftrR aft RFftTF FFTTF fftR F FTSTF FTfftFFft RTFR FftftRFF 

ferfftftF, (FT^FRRFT ^41vjH) FFFT, fftfft F7R, TfFTF fftFR FFcftftT, TftfftF FtF, FFFT, fftF: 800001, fftFR Tfft fftrfecT 
FTF ft RT^F ftR FTRFT I 
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[W\ II-TsTO 3(H)] 


■TO TOT3T : 16, 2017/3TOTOT 25, 1939 
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522 


00 

00 

93 

405 


00 

02 

95 

403 


00 

01 

21 

404 


00 

07 


401 


00 

07 

33 

399 


00 

02 

76 

398 


00 

03 

70 

397 


00 

02 

17 

395 


00 

00 

48 

221 


00 

00 

40 

223 


00 

00 

40 

225 


00 

08 

57 

346 


00 

03 

15 

345 


00 

05 

61 

344 


00 

03 

17 

343 


00 

04 

89 

342 


00 

03 

29 

341 


00 

05 

01 

340 


00 

10 

79 

339 


00 

03 

13 

232 


00 

01 

06 

338 


00 

11 

50 

337 


00 

05 

87 

336 


00 

00 

40 

331 


00 

00 

40 

335 


00 

07 

04 

332 


00 

02 

16 

320 


00 

04 

30 

318 


00 

00 

40 

328 


00 

00 

40 

317 


00 

00 

78 

321 


00 

30 

35 

316 


00 

02 

29 

312 


00 

02 

15 

322 


00 

00 

52 

299 


00 

07 

01 












9254 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II— SEC. 3(H)] 



298 


00 

03 

52 


297 


00 

14 

12 


300 


00 

01 

31 


296 


00 

03 

15 


295 


00 

00 

87 


273 


00 

00 

40 


274 


00 

08 

38 


275 


00 

00 

77 


278 


00 

17 

58 


271 


00 

26 

21 


268 


00 

07 

81 


266 


00 

10 

32 


259 


00 

07 

75 


260 


00 

07 

81 


262 


00 

00 

40 


56 


00 

01 

17 

SIFTT 119 

54 


00 

12 

80 


53 


00 

06 

20 


61 


00 

01 

70 


62 


00 

07 

24 


63 


00 

09 

38 


64 


00 

07 

48 


[W. IT. 31R-25011/21/2017-#3?TT-I] 


WTfTrrr 3T^rirf%^ 


New Delhi, the 11th October, 2017 

S.O. 2799.—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that a 
pipeline should be laid by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited in Block-Barhat, District-Banka in the State of Bihar for 
‘Proposed Augmentation of Paradip-Haldia-Durgapur LPG pipeline and its extension upto Patna and Muzaffarpur’ for 
the transportation of LPG Product; 

And, whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on 
which the copies of the notification issued under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the 
Gazette of India are made available to the general public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein 
for laying of the pipeline under the land, to Shri Jagdish Prasad Singh & Competent Authority, Indian Oil Corporation 
Limited. (Pipelines Division), Nishi Kunj, Basant Vihar Colony, Boring Road, Patna-800001 (Bihar) 






[^TFT 11-^5 3(H)] 


^TR?T TT3TO : 


25, 1939 
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[PFT II-PUP 3(H)] 


PPP PP PPPP ; RtIHT 16, 2017/3TTOTPP 25, 1939 


9261 



61 


00 

01 

70 

62 


00 

07 

24 

63 


00 

09 

38 

64 


00 

07 

48 


[F. No. R-25011/21/2017-OR-I] 
PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 


M 14 R'HH'i, 2017 

cFT.3TT. 2800.— TOftP -H T 4>l T P MAlPl-M-H afrr wffp WFTO (Tjff P TOFPTP % pfsFTOT TO Sf^T) pfsrffPP, 
1962 (1962 TO 50) (ffp TP# PP% PTOT TO pfsrffpp TTfT TOT f) ft TOT 3 TOT TOTT (1) f pftp PTft ft pf, PTTP 
PTTOT % dl'Pt44 3frr yi^Rcti fp PPTPP ft pfsFTJPPT ffpTO TOTTTOT PTTP f TOTTO PPPT 27 f^PTP 08.07.2017 
TO. PT. PW 1582 ffpip. 22.06.2017, TOT II, PTO 3, TOT-PTO (ii) TOT TTPPP PPPT 34 f^PTP 26.08.2017 TO. PT. 
PPPT 1960 f4pfp 21.08.2017, TOT II, PTOT 3, TOT-PTO (ii) f ffPT TOT |l TO pf^ppi P PPP TOjrjft P ffffffl? 
ftPTTOT 7TOP ft Pfrftp TOT TOT ffrft, ffro TOT ft ’jff P, W TTOP P To : %R)4i : ffpT pftp TOT frtf TOT P 
1^4 MH TOT % TO : ’FfTOTT, RsTPT TOT TO 9d114l44 TOTOT % hR. 4£4 % ffp 41444 PTTOT TOPKTOT fSrffrTp pTP TOT 
TO PTfTOTTfP - ftrfrffTTp PffPtPPT % TOST f WW f%WP % TOPFnp % fTO % pflfTOT TO pfp TO % 

f%TT 3TTO PTTOT ft PTTOPT ft ftl 

sflT TOFT PPTOT pfSl^PHIPf ft 41441 PPPTTO 4lflp 17.10.2017 TO PTOTOST TO ft P# ftl 

3ftT TO 3Tfsrf%TOT ft STPT 6 ft TOTOT (1) % TOJPTO P PSTP TOfsFTOfl P TO#lP PTPTO TO ppft Rptf % ft |l 

3TTT TOftP P TTO7 % TOP R .flf TO ffpTT TOTT f PFy | r| 3flT Pf TOTTTOT ft TOTOT TO ff TOT TjJJ| PTTOTPTTOT f4wt 

% fro ptf^p pwfp f pfirror to pfp to to ffffprp ffPT |i 

TOT: PP, TOftP TOTOT TOT pfsrffPP ft TOTT 6 ft PPTOTT (1) TOTT TOT siffpf TO TOT TOP fP TTpgTTT 
TlTO TOTft I ff TOT pffpPPT P TOTOT 31^41 P 14 14 ff« 'pff if PTTOTPTTOT ffwP % TOTPTP TO pfsTTOT pffp ffPT 
TOTTI 

sftr %TFfRr TOTTOT TtT srfM^TOFT TOTT 6 ft TOTOTTT (4) TOTT TOT PTfxFTOf TO TOP TOTcT fTT, zpf ?T %ft | f% 
TOT TjfTT P TOFPtP TO arflFTOT fP fil'd I % TOTTTOT ft PTftP P TOftP PTTOT P fff|p ftf f PPTP P# 14^44)' P 

ftro tftror stop topItstp p f^ffp topti 

ffrffpp sftr pttotptpp srf4f4pp 1962 ft top 10 f sr?ftp fffr ft srffjff f ffp tfror stop 

TOPfr^TP Pi 144-3 ffpPT TOTTroft fTrft 3flT PlPPPlfp P PTOpTOT P41 ft PTPP PT TOffP PTTOT f ffTOgF ftf PTP 
TOPT PT PPjft prrfprft pft ft pfftl 




Pmi: ^S'-ii : p-HM'i yf?T 

P.P. 

PfftPTO 

PTP 

PTP TO PTP 

fPPPT 

P. 

: ^ToPT/ffpT PPT 
PPTTP. 

PPPP 

fTOTO 

TTPT 

pf tFTtot 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1 

ifl 

PTPft 

476 

1306 PTO 

00 

00 

32 





997 TFPT 

00 

00 

50 
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1287 

1291 TF^rr 

1292 TTTrfT 
1262 
1261 
1250 
1249 
1246 
1243 

1242/1 

1242 

1241 

1239 

1236 
1238 

1237 
1232 
1231 
1230 

2174/1688 

2173/1688 

2172/1688 

1682 

1690 

1691 

1692 
1696 
1718 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 



1719 


0i 
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^TR?T TT3TO : 


25, 1939 
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1242/1141 

00 

02 

15 





1158/2 

00 

03 

80 





1318/1176 

00 

18 

24 

11 

1 

44.31 fiHHI 

222 

2210/1663 

00 

00 

78 





2206/1359 

00 

02 

73 





1328 

00 

02 

80 





2266/515 

00 

01 

55 





2267/515 

00 

02 

26 





2272/523 

00 

00 

20 





2271/523 

00 

02 

30 





2277/528 

00 

00 

88 





2268/522 

00 

00 

20 





2269/522 

00 

00 

20 

12 

T4T 



1009 

00 

03 

60 





1007 

00 

09 

18 


[W. n. 3JIT-11025(11)/248/2017-^3HT-l/t-18228] 


o ' 

New Delhi, the 14th December, 2017 

S.O. 2800.— Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas, 
published in the Gazette No. 27 dated 08.07.2017, S.O. No. 1582 dated 22.06.2017 Part-II, section 3, sub-section (ii) 
and Gazette No. 34 dated 26.08.2017, S.O. No. 1960 dated 21.08.2017 Part-II, section 3, sub-section (ii) issued under 
sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 
(50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) the Central Government declared its intention to acquire the right 
of user in the land situated in Tehsil Una and Haroli, District Una in Himachal Pradesh State, specified in the schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the transportation of petroleum product from village 
Jhungian in the State of Punjab, District Shahid Bhagat Singh Nagar to village Pekhubela in the State of Himachal 
Pradesh, District Una by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited for implementing the "PAJPL Una Branch line project". 

And whereas the copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public on 17.10.2017 

And whereas the Competent Authority has under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, has submitted his 
report of Central Government. 

And whereas, the Central Government after considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said land 
is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of the user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the right of user of the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the 
Central Government, vests on the date of publication of the declaration, in India Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 






[‘4FT II-Tst^ 3(H)] 


^TR?T TDCPt 


25, 1939 
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India Oil Corporation Limited shall be exclusively liable for any compensation in terms of section 10 of the 
P & MP Act, 1962 and no suit, claim or legal proceeding would lie against the Central Government on any matter 
relating to pipeline. 


SCHEDULE 


District: Una State : Himachal Pradesh 

Sr. 

No. 

Name of 
Tehsil 

Name of Village 

Hadbast No. 

Murabba /Killa OR 
Khasara No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. mtr. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1 

Haroli 

Bathari 

476 

1306 Rasta 

00 

00 

32 





997 Rasta 

00 

00 

50 





1300 

00 

08 

33 





1301 

00 

00 

20 





998 

00 

14 

58 





1279 

00 

12 

67 





1280 

00 

02 

93 





1037 

00 

18 

76 





1036 

00 

00 

58 





1038 

00 

06 

35 





1039 

00 

03 

70 





1040 

00 

01 

25 





1043 

00 

11 

60 





1061 

00 

10 

68 





1073 

00 

01 

91 





1071 

00 

05 

30 





1072 

00 

04 

31 





1070 

00 

00 

20 





1069 

00 

00 

72 





1068 

00 

00 

20 





1076 

00 

09 

13 





1077 

00 

01 

03 





1135 

00 

00 

55 





1133 

00 

06 

35 





1134 

00 

07 

26 





1121 

00 

04 

10 





1120 

00 

09 

99 





1117 

00 

04 

22 





1116 

00 

07 

95 





930 Rasta 

00 

00 

79 





929 



36 





928 



51 
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2923 

00 

20 

73 





2920 

00 

20 

39 

10 

Una 

Udaypur 

224 

1197/2 

00 

01 

05 





1197/1 

00 

26 

40 





1243/1141 

00 

07 

55 





1242/1141 

00 

02 

15 





1158/2 

00 

03 

80 





1318/1176 

00 

18 

24 

11 

Una 

Nangran Jhikla 

222 

2210/1663 

00 

00 

78 





2206/1359 

00 

02 

73 





1328 

00 

02 

80 





2266/515 

00 

01 

55 





2267/515 

00 

02 

26 





2272/523 

00 

00 

20 





2271/523 

00 

02 

30 





2277/528 

00 

00 

88 





2268/522 

00 

00 

20 





2269/522 

00 

00 

20 

12 

Una 

Pekhubela 


1009 

00 

03 

60 





1007 

00 

09 

18 


[F. No. R-l 1025(1 l)/248/2017-OR-I/E-18228] 
PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 

Fft fftwft, 14 fftFFFF, 2017 

cfTT.STT. 2801.—ft-ftlil TOR ft ftTJtfftRFT 3flF FFfftFT (Jjfft ft TOiftl ft aftftTOF ft TOfft 

3TftrfftTO, 1962 (1962 TO 50) (Rift ?Flft ?Flft FTOTTFT TO 3TftrfftTO TOT TOT ) ftt TOT 3 ftt FTFFTTFT (l) ft 
3ftfFT TOft ftt F^ FTFF FTFTOF ft ftftfeTTO TO ftFT TOTTeFT ftt 3TftN|ftHI fto Wo 3TTo 910(3T) cTlftTO 23 FTft 
2015 TOT FTFFT ft FTTOTF fto 681 FTlftTO 01 3TfteT 2015 ftT FTOfftcT ftt F| aft , TOT TOT FftRJPPT 3 FTTOP 
31^41 4 [ft [ft (ft FT T-jfft 4 ftFFT FTTO 4 FTFFT 45^1 fcHi|H TOfftFTP fftfftftg ftt RFHft ft fteFT TO 

ftftl L|sJlfcHi|H ftFT ft fRwP ft feTF fttftF ftftFFFF fteFT MRftlTOI ft TOFT ft TOTf^T fteFT 

FT^ftF ferfftftg TOT TO W^T fftfTft ft FftTTOT ft feT/ TOTFT ft 3TftfWF W TOftp ft 3TFft 
3TTTOT ftt TOrTOTr ftt aft; 

TOF TO TOFF FtftFJPPl ^ ft^ft TOTFTT ftt FTTftFIT 13/08/2015 FT 03/09/2015 ft ftp TOTeTOT TOT 

ftt F/ aft ; 

TOF FTSFT FTtftwft ft, TO 3TR[RRFT ftt TOT 6 ftt TOTTOT (l) ft TOftp , ftfttF FTFTOF ftt TOlftt Rfttft ft 

ft t ; 

TO ftftp FTFTOF ft, TO Rfttft FF fftTO TOft ft FTOTTFT, TO TO FTTOTP ft TOft FF ftt TOF T-jft 
FT^FeTT^P fft?ft ft feTF TOftftcT t ,TOFt TOFTTF ft 3TRFTOF TO 3TFfp TOft TO fftftTOPT fftTO t ; 

TO TO ftftp FTFTOF, TO 3TRrfftTO ftt TOT 6 ftt TOTTOT (l) sTTFT TOFT TOfftft TO FTOFT TOft fF, 
TO ftfTOTT TOFft ft fft ?FT 3TftRJFPT ft FTFFP 3FJF[zft ft fftftfftp ftfft ft fftfft ft TOftft ft 

3TRFTOF TO 3TFft fftTO TOFTT t ; 
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3TR HRT 6 % WTHRT (4) sTNT 7ET TRTPT TINct ^ f^T 

^cfr t % ^ ^ ^ vBMH'lH W 3Tf§PEN Eftw ^ MRR % cTTff^T ^Hl TTWTT ^ faflcT % 

sETP?, TP?I fteeHlHi Tf Tprf^I TteET JTT^TR; felf^g 3 Rrftcl #TT I 

SIH,^ 


TP33I : 0^d 


f\jfc3T : 


cTT^T : STTcJcrT 

tTTTT j I | j_i 

JJ ^ _J1^| J 




“In VI n 


s?4-c)iK 



dT<^HI J IH (^5 TfO 30) 

149/3 

0 

00 

94 


151/8 

0 

06 

38 


155/3 

0 

00 

74 


155/5 

0 

00 

09 


156/5 

0 

00 

05 


156/6 

0 

00 

63 


156/9 

0 

00 

60 


157/1 

0 

00 

08 


157/2 

0 

01 

71 


157/4 

0 

11 

15 


157/7 

0 

08 

56 


157/8 

0 

00 

12 


195/6 

0 

01 

57 


195/8 

0 

00 

48 


205/4 

0 

06 

32 


205/11 

0 

08 

14 


205/12 

0 

00 

37 


206/6 

0 

00 

95 


207/1 

0 

04 

93 


207/2 

0 

06 

26 


207/3 

0 

04 

72 


207/6 

0 

00 

82 


214/4 

0 

01 

00 


214/5 

0 

02 

71 


214/6 

0 

04 

60 


215/1 

0 

00 

60 


215/2 

0 

01 

22 


215/3 

0 

01 

46 


215/4 

0 

01 

82 


215/5 

0 

02 

83 


226/2 


0 


01 


98 
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(TsFg 7TO 28) 


226/7 0 

226/8 0 

226/11 0 

226/12 0 

226/13 0 

228/4 0 

228/5 0 

228/6 0 

229/3 0 

229/4 0 

229/5 0 

229/8 0 

229/10 0 

229/16 0 

229/17 0 

230/2 0 

230/3 0 

230/14 0 

230/16 0 

230/17 0 

230/18 0 

158/13 0 

158/14 0 

158/22 0 

192/6 0 

192/8 0 

208/2 0 

263/2 0 

268/16 0 

268/17 0 

268/9 0 

283/4 0 

283/5 0 

283/11 0 

283/12 0 

284/5 0 

284/7 0 

285/1 0 


05 

91 

04 

61 

05 

88 

01 

71 

08 

13 

01 

19 

00 

23 

01 

11 

00 

16 

02 

99 

01 

47 

03 

67 

00 

33 

01 

35 

03 

80 

02 

20 

00 

59 

00 

48 

01 

34 

01 

45 

01 

80 

00 

06 

00 

24 

00 

67 

00 

98 

06 

10 

05 

69 

12 

11 

05 

23 

01 

42 

02 

76 

00 

25 

00 

34 

10 

28 

08 

01 

01 

90 

00 

58 

01 

90 
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285/2 

0 

01 

285/3 

0 

03 

285/4 

0 

03 

292/7 

0 

05 

292/8 

0 

09 

306/1 

0 

00 


70 

16 

40 

47 

07 

67 


[RT. TT. 3ITT-12031/196/2017-3Tt3?TT-I/f-19746] 

O ' 

New Delhi, the 14th December, 2017 

S.O. 2801. —Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas SO No. 910 (E), dated 23/03/2015 published in Govt, of India Gazette No. 681 dated 01/04/2015 issued under sub¬ 
section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in the Land) Act, 1962 
(Central Act 50 of 1962) (herein after referred to as said Act), the Central Government declared its intention to acquire 
the Right of User in the land specified in the schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline 
for the transportation of Liquefied Petroleum Gas from Kochi Refinery of Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited in the 
State of Kerala to Salem in the State of Tamilnadu. 

AND, Whereas, the copies of the said Gazette notifications have been made available to the public between 
13/08/2015 to 03/09/2015. 

AND, Whereas, the Competent Authority in pursuance of sub section (1) of section 6 of the said Act has 
submitted his report to the Central Government. 

AND, Whereas, the Central Government, after considering the said report, is satisfied that the Right of User in 
the said land specified in the schedule appended should be acquired. 

Now, therefore in exercise of the powers conferred by sub section (1) of the Section 6 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby declared that the Right of User in the Land specified in the schedule appended to this 
notification are hereby acquired. 

AND, further, in exercise of powers conferred by sub section (4) of the section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the Right of User in the said lands shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government 
vest free from all encumbrances in the Kochi - Salem Pipeline Private Limited. 

SCHEDULE 


STATE : KERALA DISTRICT : ERNAKULAM TALUK : ALUVA 


VILLAGE 

SURVEY NUMBERS 

AREA 

HECTARES 

ARES 

SQ . MTRS 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

THEKKUMBHAGAM 

149/3 

0 

00 

94 

BLOCK NO. 30 

151/8 

0 

06 

38 


155/3 

0 

00 

74 


155/5 

0 

00 

09 


156/5 

0 

00 

05 


156/6 

0 

00 

63 


156/9 

0 

00 

60 


157/1 

0 

00 

08 


157/2 

0 

01 

71 


157/4 

0 

11 

15 
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157/7 

0 

08 

56 

157/8 

0 

00 

12 

195/6 

0 

01 

57 

195/8 

0 

00 

48 

205/4 

0 

06 

32 

205/11 

0 

08 

14 

205/12 

0 

00 

37 

206/6 

0 

00 

95 

207/1 

0 

04 

93 

207/2 

0 

06 

26 

207/3 

0 

04 

72 

207/6 

0 

00 

82 

214/4 

0 

01 

00 

214/5 

0 

02 

71 

214/6 

0 

04 

60 

215/1 

0 

00 

60 

215/2 

0 

01 

22 

215/3 

0 

01 

46 

215/4 

0 

01 

82 

215/5 

0 

02 

83 

226/2 

0 

01 

98 

226/7 

0 

05 

91 

226/8 

0 

04 

61 

226/11 

0 

05 

88 

226/12 

0 

01 

71 

226/13 

0 

08 

13 

228/4 

0 

01 

19 

228/5 

0 

00 

23 

228/6 

0 

01 

11 

229/3 

0 

00 

16 

229/4 

0 

02 

99 

229/5 

0 

01 

47 

229/8 

0 

03 

67 

229/10 

0 

00 

33 

229/16 

0 

01 

35 

229/17 

0 

03 

80 

230/2 

0 

02 

20 

230/3 

0 

00 

59 

230/14 

0 

00 

48 

230/16 

0 

01 

34 

230/17 

0 

01 

45 
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230/18 

0 

01 

80 

YADAKKUMBHAGAM 

158/13 

0 

00 

06 

(BLOCK.NO. 28) 

158/14 

0 

00 

24 


158/22 

0 

00 

67 


192/6 

0 

00 

98 


192/8 

0 

06 

10 


208/2 

0 

05 

69 


263/2 

0 

12 

11 


268/16 

0 

05 

23 


268/17 

0 

01 

42 


268/9 

0 

02 

76 


283/4 

0 

00 

25 


283/5 

0 

00 

34 


283/11 

0 

10 

28 


283/12 

0 

08 

01 


284/5 

0 

01 

90 


284/7 

0 

0 

58 


285/1 

0 

01 

90 


285/2 

0 

01 

70 


285/3 

0 

03 

16 


285/4 

0 

03 

40 


292/7 

0 

05 

47 


292/8 

0 

09 

07 


306/1 

0 

00 

67 


[F. No. R-12031/196/2017-OR-I/E-l9746] 
PA WAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 

M 14 RimC 2017 


cHT.3TT. 2802.—RRPl +K+K FT RUppR R W- SlFTiFFF suftef fFTT | fR dPHdld TT^T R TFj(r R ^ FT FPTT 
R'‘MHdd TTfRRft P)Rl nonfl'41 H R <4 % PtU sfS-m 3^1-4 TTfiTSTT PtPRs % S3.1 d I T^> Pj«(ll Jl iRt 

dipHi,; 

Rtr 4 t-^1<4 ftttt Rr o41 HisH"ti 5 'i !R«tiR % hRfft % Pto Tfi stts-m'+i y Rl <1 ^ fR o+fl ^jfR R Rt 

^4144 3TR?jRt R RRf t RtT PtfR FF TT^FTT^T R«dO ^TF FT HMH t, FTTHl % arftrFTT ^ stRf fRm FTF; 

3FT :3T^, RRRr m+K, RjtPPFT Rpr gRFr C^fR R dlRoi R srfsRJR FT 3^) 1962 

(1962 FT 50) Rt SJTTT 3 RtFTSTTTT (1) £TTT F?F HfrpRf FT TUTtF FFT fir OT ?jfR if 3WFT % STfsTFR FT 3 FRt FFT 
R srRt 3TFFT Rt RpDII FF=ft |; 

Rl i °-4pt>, Ft dTti SFpjRt R ^Pf - TjJR R ff>FFS[ -ci<H rt I <1 'si R fRlTTt ITT SrfsFjF'TT R -^rh 'd I <<1 % <WH'H Rt 
RtFR ftstfft fftt Rt fffsst ftt Rt fuR t, ^RRr for % RPr 4jfR % RtR wiw R«iiu ftR % Pot ffR g#i 
% srfsmr R sfRt % ftfft R Rt tttt. Rt. Ff^sRF, fstf TnfstFTRt, RfR fRf FfRFTft, RRdd Ruff FiRfepr 
Pi [Rid, MliMHIsid TfRRDFT, FT7 R.-14, F4yFI?T fRf, Rt. Rt. Rt FTT, TFTrPrjTR', PTF^T, dPHdld - 602001 
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3T^T7rf%^ 


New Delhi, the 14th December, 2017 

S.O. 2802. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of Liquefied Petroleum Gas from Ennore to Madurai Via Chengalpattu, Pondicherry(UT) and Trichy, a 
pipeline should be laid in the State of Tamil Nadu by Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on 
which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are made available to the general public, object in 
writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri 
S.P.Madhusudhanan, Competent Authority, Land Acquisition Officer Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Pipeline 
Projects, Plot No.14, Jayaprakash Street, V.G.P. Nagar, Rajajipuram, Tiruvallur, TamilNadu - 602 001. 

SCHEDULE 


Taluk : Vadipatti 

District: Madurai 

State : Tamil Nadu 

Name of the Village 

Survey No. 

Survey No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Square 

Meter 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7. Thumbichampatti 

5 

4B1 

0 

00 

40 


21 

4B 

0 

12 

25 


21 

3B 

0 

01 

20 


21 

2A 

0 

00 

55 


20 

3B 

0 

00 

55 


20 

3A 

0 

11 

70 


16 

6 

0 

08 

25 


16 

4 

0 

03 

80 


16 

3 

0 

04 

15 


16 

IB 

0 

04 

00 


16 

1A 

0 

10 

85 


15 


0 

11 

20 



















afk th+k frffj- % wrror % f%TT 7^ 3irtoto ^ft^r fm t f% Mt '^Pr if tot tort 

<SMM4 3)^41 if dfuR t TOT f^FFT TOP WHW f%W^ TR TO TOM f, TOTTOR % arRfTOT TO 3T^T f%TO TOTT| 

TOT: TOT, TO^fa TORTT, HilPl44 sfrr TOfrpT ( 'Jjft # TORTT % arf^PTTT TO TOifR) arfsTf^w, 1962 

(1962 TO 50) # TORT 3 £f TOTTORT (1 ) TOTT TTOT TOfpRT TO WI TOTf fTT, TOT t TOPTRT % arf&TOT TO 3Rfro TORT 
% TO TOTOT ^t TOM ”11 TORft t; 
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^tt y fdTI TOTORTO TORT TO TOTTOTO TOT #t TOfft |;, TOftTO f^T % 'jflcpT ^jji) % 'flTO TOTOTTOTOT P?$l M, TOR % Pi U, TOR# 
TOFI % TOf^TOT % TO#TO % TRTOTO if Mt TOT. tfr. its^TOTOT, TTSRT TOrfsTTOff, Tjf?T TO^fa arfsTTOft, #f%TOT TOTOT TOTft§R 
PrPfer, TOTOTTOTOT H P.TO^IT I , TO I d TT. 14, TOTTTTOTO *-J)d, ^t. Tff. 'ft TOTT, TOTOTf'tppTT, f^TOTOT, T P "IT I-s -602001 TO 
PPd TOT if TOTOT TOT TTTOTT I 









































































9308 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II— SEC. 3(H)] 






















9310 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II— SEC. 3(H)] 





















9312 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II— SEC. 3(H)] 



































































9318 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II— SEC. 3(H)] 













































9322 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II—SEC. 3(H)] 



[W. H. 3p:-11025(11)/96/2017-#3ffT-I/#-7820] 

WTfJTTT, ST^TTrf^ 


New Delhi, the 14th December, 2017 

S.O. 2803. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of Liquefied Petroleum Gas from Ennore to Madurai Via Chengalpattu, Pondicherry(UT) and Trichy, a 
pipeline should be laid in the State of Tamil Nadu by Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 
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And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on 
which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are made available to the general public, object in 
writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri S.P. 
Madhusudhanan, Competent Authority, Land Acquisition Officer Indian Oil Corporation Limited, For Petroleum 
Pipeline Projects, Plot No.14, Jayaprakash Street, V.G.P. Nagar, Rajajipuram, Tiruvallur, Tamil Nadu - 602 001. 


SCHEDULE 


Taluk : Vikravandi 

District; Villupuram 

State : Tamil Nadu 

Name of the Village 

Survey No. 

Sub Division No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Square 

Meter 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

37. Nandivadi 

30 

2 

0 

13 

80 


31 


0 

13 

90 


32 

1 

0 

05 

20 


32 

2A 

0 

00 

80 


32 

2B 

0 

05 

95 


32 

2C 

0 

06 

30 


32 

3 

0 

02 

50 


32 

5 

0 

00 

40 


40 

5A 

0 

00 

60 


40 

6B 

0 

11 

40 


40 

6A 

0 

02 

60 


35 

3A 

0 

12 

30 


35 

4A 

0 

03 

40 


35 

4B 

0 

03 

95 


39 

2 

0 

00 

85 


39 

3 

0 

03 

10 


55 

1A 

0 

01 

65 


55 

IB 

0 

01 

60 


55 

1C 

0 

00 

40 


55 

2 

0 

17 

10 


59 

4A 

0 

03 

60 


59 

5A 

0 

03 

80 


59 

6 

0 

03 

70 


59 

7 

0 

04 

00 
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1C 

0 


70 


1 


A 

0 


10 


1 


IB 

0 


40 


1 


LC 

0 


40 


1 


>A 

0 


75 


1 


IB 

0 


90 


1 


3 

0 


80 


1 

L 

1A 

0 


80 


1 


IB 

0 

11 



85 


SA 

0 


70 


85 

3 

B 

0 

15 

10 


85 

3 

b: 

0 

14 

40 


85 


6 

0 


55 


85 


7 

0 

25 

90 


8 


1 

0 


85 


8 


>A 

0 


80 


3 


)A 

0 

18 

70 


3 


14 

0 


45 


9 

1 

a: 

0 

17 

30 


10 

1 

B 

0 

17 

20 


10 

1 

b: 

0 


90 

133. Pillaiyarkuppam 

14 


i 

0 

19 

50 


14 


3 

0 

11 

20 


14 


4 

0 


30 


39 

Z 

1A 

0 


80 


39 


8 

0 


10 


39 


IB 

0 

16 

65 


39 
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0 


40 


38 


1 

0 

12 

25 


38 


IB 

0 


40 


47 


5A 

0 


80 


47 


IB 

0 


10 


47 


1C 

0 


20 


47 


5D 

0 


40 


47 


4 

0 


40 


49 


LC 

0 




49 


IB 

0 


40 


49 


D 

0 


70 














[^TFT 11-^5 3(H)] 


^TR?T TT3PT5I : 


25, 1939 


9329 












9330 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II—SEC. 3(H)] 
























9332 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II—SEC. 3(H)] 











[^TFT 11-^5 3(H)] 


^TR?T TT3TO : 


25, 1939 


9333 











9334 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II—SEC. 3(H)] 















































9338 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II—SEC. 3(H)] 






















9340 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II—SEC. 3(H)] 


m Tier f^FTTT 0:1 Mil 

M 27 RRipr, 2017 

cFn\3TT. 2804.—sftsftfw srfsrfwr, 1947 (1947 ^1 14) ^ «TR1 17 ^ 3PJWT 3 WFTT, 3R4SL 

(ilWH y,4tHlP3cHH ^IdK 3Tk SRI 113 ' R 1 R 4 , 4 ^|(| R 7RWT R W5 fRTRRf 3TR RTR 4,4^10 R #4, 

3T5®f?T $ 3)WlPl4> faw 3 ^#4 WTR 3)WlPl4) srfSRlRl R7 ?P3 -4I4M4, ^RTR R W7 (wf WIT 

01/2015) 4T1 ychlP^ld Wit t, Wt WTR RT 17.11.2017 4Tt "5TRT -|3TT *TII 

[7T. ^-14011/26/2014-3^3^ Cgfcj)] 

ws; Pkw 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 27th November, 2017 

S.O. 2804. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 01/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Chairman, Hindustan Aeronautics Ltd., Bangalore and others and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 17.11.2017. 


[No. L-14011/26/2014-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 31 st October, 2017 

PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 01/2015 

II Party 

1. The Chairman, Hindustan Aeronautics Limited, 
15/1, Cubbon Road, Bangalore - 560001 

2. The Deputy General Manager(HR), Hindustan 
Aeronautics Limited, ARDC Design Complex, 
Vimanapura, Bangalore - 560037 

Advocates for II Party: 

Mr. N.S. Narasimha Swamy & 

Mr. Thulasiram Singh B. K. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide Order No.L-14011/26/2014-IR(DU) dated 05.01.2015 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has 
made this reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the dispute raised by the workman Shri. M. Rajaiah in changing the date of birth in the 
service records from 03.02.1953 to 03.02.1958 at the end of his service is valid? If not, to what relief 
the workmen is entitled to?” 


I Party 

The President, 

HAL Permanent Casual 
Employees Association, 
HAL Vimanapura, 
Bangalore - 560017. 

Advocate for I Party: 
Mr. G.V.P. Reddy 
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New Delhi, the 27th November, 2017 

S.O. 2805. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 03/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Chief Manager (HR), Hindustan Aeronautics Ltd., Bangalore and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 17.11.2017. 


[No. L-42025/03/2017-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 2 nd November, 2017 

PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 03/2016 


I Party 

Sh. R. Surendra Babu, 

S/o. Late R. Rajagopal, 

No. G-1424, 4 th Cross, 

HAL Quarters, Marathhalli, 
Bengaluru - 560037 

Advocate for I Party: 


II Party 

The Chief Manager (HR) &, 
Disciplinary Authority, HAL, 
Overhaul Division, Bengaluru 
Complex, HRD, PB No. 1786, 
Bengaluru - 560017 

Advocates for II Party: 


M/s. S. B. Mukkannappa & Associates Mr. Swamy & Mr. Singh 

1. The I Party has submitted in the claim statement as follows:- 


The I Party prays this Court, to 

a) Set aside the order of dismissal dated 03.12.2013 and consequently reinstate the I Party into service with 
continuity of service with all other consequential benefits along with the back wages from the date of 
dismissal till the date of reinstatement under the facts and circumstances of the case. 


b) Pass such other order, orders this Court may deemed fit to grant. 


2. However, in the Judgment passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 9332-9333/2010, dated 
26.02.2016, in the case oi'Nasliik Workers Union Vs llindusian Aeronautics Limited , it is clearly held as follows:- “As 
we have set aside the order passed in L.P.A. No. 84 of 2006 and opined that the ‘appropriate Government’ in relation to 
the respondent company (HAL) is the State Government, the matter has to be remitted to the High Court for fresh 
adjudication on merits.” 

3. In the above mentioned facts and circumstances, an important and preliminary point arises for consideration, 
with regard to the above mentioned matter as follows:- “Whether this Court lacks jurisdiction to try the present 
Matter?” 


4. POINT In the present case, the I Party has prayed to Set aside the order of dismissal dated 03.12.2013 and 
consequently reinstate the I Party into service with continuity of service with all other consequential benefits along with 
the back wages from the date of dismissal till the date of reinstatement under the facts and circumstances of the case 
and also to pass such other order, this Court may deemed fit to grant in this case. 

5. Further, this Tribunal by referring to the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India dated 26.02.2016 in 
C.A. No. 9332-9333/2010 in the case of Nashik Workers Union Vs HAL has called upon the parties to examine and 
submit with regard to maintainability of the dispute on the ground that in respect of the dispute pertaining to HAL the 
appropriate Government is the State Government. 

6. Further, taking into consideration the above mentioned points and principles as laid down by the Lordships of 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, this Court has no other alternative, except to follow the said judgement of the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India. In fact, the I Party has also not raised any appropriate, tenable suitable and proper 
objection, regarding the said details, in accordance with law. At the same time, this Court is not expressing any opinion 
on other issues raised by both the sides, as this Court lacks jurisdiction to entertain the present matter of this nature and 
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also liberty is granted to the I Party to raise the dispute before the proper, competent and appropriate Judicial 
Forum/Tribunal/Court within 30 days from the date of receipt of the present Award passed by this Court, in the best 
interest of justice, equity and fair play. Accordingly, this point is answered. Hence, the following Award is passed:- 

AWARD 

This Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the dispute raised by the I party, particularly, in the light of the 
above mentioned judgement passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 9332-9333/2010, dated 
26.02.2016, in the case of Nashik Workers Union Vs Hindustan Aeronautics Limited and the present matter suffers for 
want of jurisdiction before this Court and liberty is given to the I party to raise the dispute before the proper, competent 
and appropriate Judicial Forum/ Tribunal/Court, within 30 days from the date of receipt of the present Award, by 
adopting the procedure known under the law, in the best interest of justice, equity, good conscience and fair play and 
this Court has not expressed any opinion regarding the various other issues raised by both the parties, as the present 
matter has been disposed of, on the limited ground of jurisdiction point alone, and also, without costs, for the above 
mentioned facts and circumstances. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 2 nd November, 2017) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 


M 44#, 27 W5R, 2017 

eFJT.3TT. 2806.—3jk)p|ch f4w 344fWT, 1947 (1947 14) # tJRl 17 ^ 31-jWI 4 WRT7, HRcf 3|4 

F# fdPo^ FIT WFT, #44 4f4S # WR <=b4^Kl W5 PH4M<*>Y 3T4 WR <=b4<=hKY 4/ #4, 3Tj4q 

4' sMFft f#ru; 4 #44r wrk 3M4ff 34#T4F tt4 m 4444 4 4fu (#4 wit 03 / 2017 ) # 

ycRif^id t, # #44i writ # 17 . 11.2017 # ura ttsf am 

[4. tt^-42025/03/2017-3T11;3TR; (44))] 
tt44 ff Ph^icr 


New Delhi, the 27th November, 2017 

S.O. 2806. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 03/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of Bharat Earth Movers Ltd., Kolar Gold Fields and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 17.11.2017. 


[No. L-42025/03/2017-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 2 nd November, 2017 

PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 03/2017 

II Party 

The Management of BEML Ltd, 

Earth Movers Division, KGF 
Complex, BEML Nagar, 

Kolar Gold Fields-563115. 

Advocates for I Party: Mr. Muralidhara 
& Mr. M. Venkatappa 


I Party 

Sh. Thirunavooukarasu, 

S/o Late C Thooyamathy, 

No. 1857, Chinnappa Compound, 
Coronation Town, 

Robertsonpet Post, 

Kolar Gold Fields - 563122. 
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1. Brief details mentioned in the Claim Statement are as follows :- 

This is an ID filed under section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 read with 10-B of the Industrial 
Disputes (Central) Rules, stating that, the I Party being aggrieved by the order of dismissal dated 30.07.2015 passed 
against him by the II Party, approached the Asst. Labour Commissioner (C), Bangalore seeking his intervention and 
conciliation in the matter. The II Party though participated in the conciliation proceedings, has not filed any objection. 
Since there has been no prospect of a settlement, the Conciliation Officer recorded failure of the conciliation 
proceedings and issued Endorsement dated 23.03.2017 advising party to approach the jurisdictional Labour Court as 
per the amended provisions of Sec. 2(A)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947. Hence, I Party has come before this 
Court assailing the order of dismissal dated 30.01.2015 and claiming the relief of reinstatement and all other 
consequential benefits for the reasons mentioned in the claim statement. The I Party/Workman has been employed in 
the II Party as Welder on 05.04.2011. He has got a good record of service. There has been no adverse remarks against 
him either on his conduct or his work performance. All of a sudden, the II Party/Management placed I Party/Workman 
under suspension by order dated 09.07.2014 pending domestic enquiry. Thereafter, II Party issued charge sheet dated 
02.02.2015 alleging therein that, as per the report received by them, he has indulged in an act of kidnapping Master K. 
Bhavan Prasad, aged 3 and half years, studying in LKG at Sacred Heart School, KGF who is the son of Sh. T. Kamaraj, 
Asst. General Manager, Fabrication Shop, E.M. Division on 04.07.2014. Further, the I Party by his letter dated 
11.02.2015 denied the allegation made against him in the charge sheet. Further, in the Enquiry Officer’s report it is 
held that, the I Party has been guilty of the charges of misconduct under Clause 21.3. 21.7 and 21.39 of the Certified 
Standing Orders of the Company. However, II Party has predetermined and they have been issued final order dated 
30.07.2015 imposing the punishment of removal from service which does not disqualify for future employment. 
Further, the I Party/Workman submits that, the order of removal from service is unjust, and illegal for the reasons stated 
in the claim statement. The I Party/Workman submits that, the II Party/Management has removed him from service 
which is patently unjust and illegal. He has been entirely dependent on the job with the II Party/Management for his 
livelihood. He has no other source of livelihood to eke out a living for himself and his dependent family members. 
Therefore, the I Party/Workman prays this Court to set aside the order of removal from service dated 30.07.2015 
passed against him by the II Party/Management as untenable in law and to direct the II Party/Management to reinstate 
him into his original post held by him with full back wages, continuity of service and all consequential benefits. 

2. RPAD notice has been sent to II Party in Transaction No. A RK931312317 in dated 30.05.2017, through 
Department of Posts, India and also served acknowledgment received by this Court. Still no representation has been 
made on behalf of II Party and II Party also called absent, set exparte. 

3. The following pertinent point that, arises for consideration in the present matter:- 

“Whether, the I Party/Workman is entitled to get relief as prayed for in the Claim Statement for the reasons and 

grounds stated in the Claim Statement?” 

4. POINT The I Party/Workman has examined himself as WW-1 and marked Ex W-l to Ex W-6, as pointed out 
herein below. In the claim statement as well as in the evidence the I Party/ Workman has stated that, a false allegation 
has been made against him and the Criminal Court has also acquitted him as per the judgment enclosed as Ex W-6. On 
perusal of Ex W-6, it is seen that, the I Party/Workman has been acquitted by District and Sessions Court by the 
judgment dated 31.08.2017. Further, the I Party/Workman has pointed out in his evidence that, he has been targeted for 
victimization for his active participation in the legitimate trade union activities and the charges levelled against him are 
false, baseless and motivated and he has no other source of income and he is not gainfully employed. Further, as per 
Ex W-2 I Party/Workman has given explanation for the charge sheet and also stated that, written complaint is an after¬ 
thought mechanism and also requested for the dropping of the further proceedings in this case. Further, in the claim 
statement as well as in the evidence workman has clearly stated that, the termination notice and final order passed on 
behalf of II Party are not valid and there is perversity in the findings of the Enquiry Officer. 

5. On perusal of record, it is seen that, already notice has been sent to II Party and also served to II Party. Hence, it 
is found that, in spite of giving sufficient and adequate chances by issuing notice of hearing to II party, the II Party 
remained absent. It is for the II Party to establish that, the II Party/Management has not violated any provisions of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. Further, the I Party has specifically stated in the affidavit that, he has suffered financial 
hardship and mental agony during the period of unemployment and all these years, since the order of removal, he has 
no other source of income to survive. Hence, the I Party has prayed to grant reinstatement, full back wages, continuity 
of service and other consequential benefits. 

6. On careful perusal of materials brought on records, it is found that, II Party has not established that, the 
management has taken appropriate action as against I Party, in accordance with the principles of Natural Justice and 
also, I Party has established that, he is entitled to get relief as prayed for in the claim statement. Further, the II Party 
has not disproved the claim made by the I Party in accordance with law. Further, in Basti Sugar Mills Co. Ltd. Vs State 
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of U.P., (1979) 2 SCC 88, by V. Kishna Iyer. J : “Industrial Jurisprudence does not brook nice nuances and torturesome 
technicalities to stand in the way of just solutions reached in a rough and ready manner. Grim and grimy life-situations 
have no time for the finer manners of elegant jurisprudence.” Thus, the process of industrial adjudication is an onerous 
task being guided by the constitutional mandates and aiming at settlement of the industrial dispute on a fair and just 
basis, tested on the touchstone of social and economic justice. When an industrial dispute is raised, it is a commotion 
to be pacified by dispensing justice. In such adjudication, not just the right to equality and other Constitutional 
guarantees, but the aims and ideals of the Constitution enter into the consideration. It is the duty of the Courts to apply 
directive principles in interpreting the Constitution and the laws. Also, it is reported in Lloyds Bank Ltd Vs. Bundy, 
(1974) 3 A11 ER 757 that Lord Denning first clearly enunciated his theory of "inequality of bargaining power". His 
Lordship began his discussion on this part of the case by stating (at page 763): "There are cases in our books in which 
the courts will set aside a contract, or a transfer of property, when the parties have not met on equal terms, when the 
one is so strong in bargaining power and the other so weak that, as a matter of common fairness, it is not right that the 
strong should be allowed to push the weak to the wall.” In the present case also, it is seen that, the II Party has not 
established the alleged misconduct committed by the I Party, as per the Principles of Preponderance of Probability and 
also, as per the Principles of Natural Justice, for the above mentioned various reasons. 

7. Further, it is observed by the Hon'hle High Court of Karnataka, in W.P. No. 9974/2006 (L-TER), dated 
07.01.2015, (Before Mr. Hon’ble Chief Justice D.H. Waghela and Mr. Hon'ble Justice Budihal. R. B), in the case of 
The Management of National Aerospace Laboratories Vs Engineering & General Workers Union and the Managing 
Directors , as follows:- “The jurisdiction of an Industrial Tribunal, therefore, is expansive and creative and not 
restricted to only enforcing or interpreting the contract of service or the extant legal provisions and it is not-fettered by 
the limitations of contracts and can even involve extension of existing agreement of the making of a new one, or in 
general, creation of new obligations or modification of old ones.” In the present case also, for the above mentioned 
facts and circumstances it is found that, I Party is entitled to get relief as prayed for in the claim statement for the 
reasons mentioned therein. Accordingly, this point is answered in favour of the I Party. Hence, the following Award is 
passed:- 


AWARD 

The II party/management is not justified in imposing the punishment of Removal from service on I party/Sh. T. 
Thirunavookarasu w.e.f. 30.07.2015, and the said II party is directed to reinstate the I Party, with full back wages, 
continuity of service and ah other consequential benefits that he would have received in the absence of the impugned 
penalty of removal from service, and the present matters is ordered accordingly, without costs, for the above mentioned 
facts and circumstances of the matter. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 02 nd November, 2017) 


List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 


Sh. T. Thirunavookarasu, I Party/ workman 


V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex W-l 

02.02.2015 

Charge sheet issued to I Party by II Party 

Ex W-2 

11.02.2015 

Explanation for Charge sheet 

Ex W-3 

26.06.2015 

Reply to Report & findings of Enquiry Officer 

Ex W-4 

21.07.2015 

Representation to Second Show Cause Notice 

Ex W-5 

30.07.2015 

Termination Order issued to I Party by II Party 

Ex W-6 

31.08.2017 

Judgment passed by District and Sessions 
Court in S.C. No. 96/2015 
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M fe#, 27 RRJRT, 2017 

WT.3IT. 2807—3M4RF fRRR 3#PW, 1947 (1947 RR 14) RET 17 4 3RpRR 4 444l TERTR, 
4?TM«1T (TTRSfRgt), ERR T£Rf Mlfe, 4 rMK 3tR 3RR ttr <=b4RKl RT EREcTR 4 EES Pi’Mi'Jl+T 3TR 

r>4r>kT 4 #r, spire 4' sMfw Iesr: 4 4k#q tree sfRftfw srfspRoi ns re ^tirirr, 444k 4 eee 
(ee 4 wn 13 / 2014 ) ee eetIert ere) t, 4f e44i tree ee 17 . 11.2017 e) we ^sn eti 

[4. T3rT-14011/04/2014-3H|31R (sej)] 
e4st 4mt, re Fh<ee 


New Delhi, the 27th November, 2017 

S.O. 2807. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 13/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
General Manager (HRD), Bharat Earth Movers Ltd., Bangalore and others and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 17.11.2017. 


[No. L-14011/04/2014-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 1 st November, 2017 

PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 13/2014 

I Party II Party 

1. The General Manager (HRD), 

Bharat Earth Movers Ltd. 

Bangalore Complex, 

New Thippasandra Post, 

B angalore-560075 

2. The Management of M/s. Bejee Contractors, 

C/o the BEML, Bangalore Complex, 

New Thippasandra Post, Bangalore - 560075 

3. The Management M/s. Creative Contractors, 

C/o the BEML, Bangalore Complex, 

New Thippasandra Post, Bangalore - 560075 

4. The Management M/s. Amps Contracts,, 

C/o the BEML, Bangalore Complex, 

New Thippasandra Post, Bangalore - 560075 

Advocates for I Party : 

Mr. Cliftion D’ Rozario & 

Mr. Raghupathi. S 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide Order No.L-14011/04/2014-IR(DU) dated 20.03.2014 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has 
made this reference for adjudication with following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


The General Secretary, 

BEML Contract Workers Union, 
Bangalore Complex, 

New Thippasandra Post, 
Bangalore - 560075. 


“Whether the charter of demands raised by the union and denial by the management is valid? If not, 
what relief can be given to the aggrieved workmen?” 
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2. Perused the materials on record. It is clearly stated in the letter dated 30.10.2017 signed by S.Govinda Raju, 
General Secretary as follows:- “Sub: Compliance Report of the terms and conditions of MOU dated 30.08.2017. In 
view of the settlement arrived at between the parties, copy of which is annexured herewith, we confirm that, the terms 
and conditions in this agreement are fully implemented. Hence, we are filing this Report of implementation stating 
that, the dispute is settled and we confirm that all the points of disputes raised in the claim statement are satisfied.” 
Further, the Memorandum of Settlement entered into between M/s. AMPS Facilities Management Services Pvt Ltd and 
Contract Labour (TCL Workers) Represented by BEML WCL Public Sector Workers Union, Bangalore Complex 
dated 30.08.2017 is enclosed as Annexure-A. Further, in the Memo of withdrawal dated 13.10.2017, it is stated as 
follows:- “The I Party herein has raised the above industrial dispute making various claims against the II Party. The I 
Party and II Party No. 2 to 4 had discussion and has arrived at a settlement before the conciliation officer and in the 
presence of II Party No.l under section 12(3) r/w section 18(3) of the Industrial Act, 1947. A copy of the said settlement is 
produced herewith and marked as Annexure -A. Therefore, the I Party, most respectfully prays that, this Court may be 
pleased to record the settlement and to dismiss the dispute as not pressed in the interest of justice and equity.” 

3. Today, S.Govinda Raju, General Secretary with Mob. 9620159192 present and also Ms. Divya, Senior Manager 
legal for II Party present and also confirmed the above mentioned details. On perusal of records it is seen that, the 
dispute is settled and the CR has to be dismissed as not pressed as per the memo of withdrawal dated 13.10.2017 filed 
on behalf of I Party. 

AWARD 

The Memo of Withdrawal dated 13.10.2017 and Compliance Report dated 30.10.2017 and Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 30.08.2017 are to be treated as the part of the present award for better and proper understanding of the 
settlement and the dispute is dismissed as not pressed, as per the request made in the memo of withdrawal dated 
13.10.2017. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on OF 1 November, 2017) 

V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 


M 27 TOTO7, 2017 

TOT.3TT. 2808.—3jklP|cb fTOF?; 3#rfwr, 1947 (1947 TO 14) TOt TOTT 17 TO 3FJTOT ^ TO^ TOTOT, TJTOf 
TOTO f^TT, ft^TOFT TTTOfffeRT PdfR^, fwTK TO 3TO TO WTO TO BTO5 fTTOTOf 3Tk TOTO 4>4 to<T TT #TO 

TOJTO 4‘ 3klPl+ fTOR R TOTOfa TOTH sffeftfw TOpTOTOT TO TOT RTTOR, tTOk TO TOTO (tM WIT 

21/2015) TO TOT fm TORTt t, TO TORRt TOTOK TO 17.11.2017 TO TOT f3TT TO I 

[TO TOT-42025/03/2017-3Tism: (toRj)] 

TOTO TOTOT, TO froro 


New Delhi, the 27th November, 2017 

S.O. 2808. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 21/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Chief 
Manager Finance, Hindustan Aeronautics Ltd., Bangalore and their workman, which were received by the Central 
Government on 17.11.2017. 


[No. L-42025/03/2017-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 2 nd November, 2017 

PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 21/2015 
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I Party 

Sh. R. Venkatesh, 

S/o. M.S. Raman, 

Residing at 2302, 6 th ‘B’ Main, 
MIG 3 rd Stage, 

Yelahanka New Town, 
Bangalore - 560064 

Advocates for I Party: 

Mr. A.J. Srinivasan & 

Ms. Sreedevi Srinivasan 


II Party 

Chief Manager Finance, 

Hindustan Aeronautics Ltd, 

Post Bag No. 7502, 

New Tippasandra Post, 

Bengaluru - 560075 

Advocates for II Party: 

Mr. Sundaraswamy & Mr. Ramdas 


1. The I Party has submitted in the claim statement as follows:- 

The I Party prays this Court, to Advice and direct the II Party Management to withdraw the order of dismissal dated 
23.02.2015 which is illegal and unjustified and direct the II Party Management to reinstate the I Party workmen in his 
original post, with all consequential benefits like full back wages, continuity of service etc., to meet the ends of justice. 

2. However, in the Judgment passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 9332-9333/2010, dated 
26.02.2016, in the case oi'Nashik workers Union Vs Hindustan Aeronautics Limited , it is clearly held as follows:- “As 
we have set aside the order passed in L.P.A. No. 84 of 2006 and opined that the ‘appropriate Government’ in relation to 
the respondent company (HAL) is the State Government, the matter has to be remitted to the High Court for fresh 
adjudication on merits.” 

3. In the above mentioned facts and circumstances, an important and preliminary point arises for consideration, 
with regard to the above mentioned matter as follows:- “Whether this Court lacks jurisdiction to try the present 
Matter?” 


4. POINT In the present case, the I Party has prayed to advice and direct the II Party Management to withdraw 
the order of dismissal dated 23.02.2015 which is illegal and unjustified and direct the II Party Management to reinstate 
the I Party workmen in his original post, with all consequential benefits like full back wages, continuity of service etc., 
to meet the ends of justice. 

5. Further, this Tribunal by referring to the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India dated 26.02.2016 in 
C.A. No. 9332-9333/2010 in the case of Nashik Workers Union Vs HAL has called upon the parties to examine and 
submit with regard to maintainability of the dispute on the ground that in respect of the dispute pertaining to HAL the 
appropriate government is the State Government. 

6 . Further, taking into consideration the above mentioned points and principles as laid down by the Lordships of 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, this Court has no other alternative, except to follow the said judgement of the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India. In fact, the I Party has also not raised any appropriate, tenable suitable and proper 
objection, regarding the said details, in accordance with law. At the same time, this Court is not expressing any opinion 
on other issues raised by both the sides, as this Court lacks jurisdiction to entertain the present matter of this nature and 
also liberty is granted to the I Party to raise the dispute before the proper, competent and appropriate Judicial 
Forum/Tribunal/Court within 30 days from the date of receipt of the present Award passed by this Court, in the best 
interest of justice, equity and fair play. Accordingly, this point is answered. Hence, the following Award is passed:- 

AWARD 


This Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the dispute raised by the I party, particularly, in the light of the 
above mentioned judgement passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 9332-9333/2010, dated 
26.02.2016, in the case of Nashik workers Union Vs Hindustan Aeronautics Limited and the present matter suffers for 
want of jurisdiction before this Court and liberty is given to the I party to raise the dispute before the proper, competent 
and appropriate Judicial Forum/ Tribunal/Court, within 30 days from the date of receipt of the present Award, by 
adopting the procedure known under the law, in the best interest of justice, equity, good conscience and fair play and 
this Court has not expressed any opinion regarding the various other issues raised by both the parties, as the present 
matter has been disposed of, on the limited ground of jurisdiction point alone, and also, without costs, for the above 
mentioned facts and circumstances. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 2 nd November, 2017) 


V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 
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M 27 74R7, 2017 

cFn\3TT. 2809.— 3lkinich flRR 3 tMwT, 1947 (1947 77 14) 77) 7171 17 EF 3FJ717H 4 7T7477, fglWT, 

(l^Hd 3ffqr F^fT/TH, i]4HW 37(7 3F7 FcT 3% 4>44Kl/7T7 ^ 77777 ^ 7T7S fTTfTT/f 37(7 3% 4,44)l<T ^ 

#7, 3PJ77 4f 3lWlPl4> f%7 4f 717777 3)WlPl7 3^77177 F7 77 "4I4M4, ^44^41 ^ TEIT7 (7% 7% 

29/2016) 77 777% W) t, Rf %t7 717777 77 23.11.2017 73 W71 f37 711 

[ 71 . 777 - 42011 / 39 / 2016 - 311^3717 (%)] 
71% %ft, 37 f%17T 


New Delhi, the 27th November, 2017 

S.O. 2809. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 29/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Principal, Regional Institute of Education, Bhubaneswar and other and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 23.11.2017. 


[No. L-42011/39/2016-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 


Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 29/2016 

No. L-42011/39/2016-IR (DU), dated 06.05.2016 

Date of Passing Order - 23 rd October, 2017 

Between: 

1. The Principal, 

Regional Institute of Education, Po. RIE Campus, 

Sachivalya Marg, Bhubaneswar-751 022. 

2. Prof. A.K. Mohapatra, Warden, 

Gopabandhu Hostel, Regional Institute of Education, 

Po. Bhoi Nagar, Bhubaneswar-751 022 

1 st Party-Managements 

(And) 

The President, 

Regional Institute of Education Workers 
Union, CITU, Odisha State Office, VR-5/1, 

Unit-Ill, Kharvelanagar, Bhubaneswar-751 001 

... 2 nd Party-Union. 

Appearances : 

Shri S.K. Rout, Section Officer ... For the 1 st Party-Management No.l & 2. 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Union. 

ORDER 

Authorized representative for the Managements is present whereas, the 2 nd party-Union is found absent on 
repeated calls. After filing of statements/pleadings by the parties the case was fixed for filing of rejoinder and for 
settlement of issues. The record further reveals that despite several adjournments from time to time the 2 nd party-Union 
failed to make its appearance or to take any step to participate in the proceeding. In the above back-drops and in 
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absence of the 2 nd party-Union there is no alternative than to presume that either the Union has lost its interest to pursue 
the dispute for its judicial adjudication or there exists no further dispute between the parties. In the given situation I am 
constrained to return the reference to the Ministry for taking necessary action at their end. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 

M 27 2017 

cfiT.3TT. 2810—31%% f%F7 3lfaf%I, 1947 (1947 14) % 4171 17 ^ T1741T7, PyPUMd, 

3% 'UpTTFT, ^44^47 % 3T^f ITcj ^3% 4,ij4l(l/7UI ^ ^ 7% P44N44 3TR ^3% 4>%ltT ^ 

#4, 31%7 3 3)WlPl<b f%U 3 7174TI7 3tWlPl4> Slfwi % ^Idldd, ^44^47 ^ T T4TH: (7% TTTsTF 

30/2016) ^ y<hlP^ld W) t, Wf 7774717 47T 23.11.2017 47T W7f f3TT aiTI 

[77. 477-42011/38/2016-37^3717 (%[)] 
ti% Ph^i4o 


New Delhi, the 27th November, 2017 

S.O. 2810. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 30/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Principal, Regional Institute of Education, Bhubaneswar and other and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 23.11.2017. 


[No. L-42011/38/2016-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 


Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 30/2016 

No. L-42011/38/2016-IR (DU), dated 06.05.2016 

Date of Passing Order - 23 rd October, 2017 

Between: 

1. The Principal, 

Regional Institute of Education, Po. RIE Campus, 

Sachivalya Marg, Bhubaneswar-751 022. 

2. Prof. A.K. Mohapatra, Warden, 

Gopabandhu Hostel, Regional Institute of Education, 

Po. Bhoi Nagar, Bhubaneswar-751 022 

1 st Party-Managements 

(And) 

The President, 

Regional Institute of Education Workers 
Union, CITU, Odisha State Office, VR-5/1, 

Unit-Ill, Kharvelanagar, Bhubaneswar-751 001 

... 2 nd Party-Union. 

Appearances : 

Shri S.K. Rout, Section Officer ... For the 1 st Party-Management No.l & 2. 

For the 2 nd Party-Union. 


None 
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ORDER 

Authorized representative for the Managements is present whereas, the 2 nd party-Union is found absent on 
repeated calls. After filing of statements/pleadings by the parties the case was fixed for filing of rejoinder and for 
settlement of issues. The record further reveals that despite several adjournments from time to time the 2 nd party-Union 
failed to make its appearance or to take any step to participate in the proceeding. In the above back-drops and in 
absence of the 2 nd party-Union there is no alternative than to presume that either the Union has lost its interest to pursue 
the dispute for its judicial adjudication or there exists no further dispute between the parties. In the given situation I am 
constrained to return the reference to the Ministry for taking necessary action at their end. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 

M 27 EERR, 2017 

WT.3TT. 2811— 3iklP|cb fERR SlWUR, 1947 (1947 EE 14) ERI 17 ^ 3RjTRUt 3 TEE1E, PyPlIMd, 
3TTR iJvsjcpilH, ijcHW 3TR 3RE Rci REE /TUI ^ WEIE EES PWNRd 3TR <=b4<=bKT ^ 

#E, 3RJEE 4 3lWlPlR> fEElE 3 TREE 3lWlPlR> srfEERUl TRf rr ETE1ETE, E SEE (TTE*f RR^II 

31/2016) EE Wfel EEcft t, Et ^#4 TRETR EE 23.11.2017 EE WE f31T Eli 

[R. RRT-42011/40/2016-3TTf3TR (sfcj) ] 

ties rM, ee Pn^ich 


New Delhi, the 27th November, 2017 

S.O. 2811. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 31/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Principal, Regional Institute of Education, Bhubaneswar and other and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 23.11.2017. 


[No. L-42011/40/2016-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 


Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 31/2016 
No. L-42011/40/2016-IR (DU), dated 06.05.2016 
Date of Passing Order - 23 rd October, 2017 

Between: 

1. The Principal, 

Regional Institute of Education, Po. RIE Campus, 

Sachivalya Marg, Bhubaneswar-751 022. 

2. Prof. A.K. Mohapatra, Warden, 

Gopabandhu Hostel, Regional Institute of Education, 

Po. Bhoi Nagar, Bhubaneswar-751 022 

1 st Party-Managements 

(And) 

The President, 

Regional Institute of Education Workers 
Union, CITU, Odisha State Office, VR-5/1, 

Unit-Ill, Kharvelanagar, Bhubaneswar-751 001 


2 nd Party-Union 
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Appearances : 

Shri S.K. Rout, Section Officer ... For the 1 st Party-Management No.l & 2. 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Union. 

ORDER 

Authorized representative for the Managements is present whereas, the 2 nd party-Union is found absent on 
repeated calls. After filing of statements/pleadings by the parties the case was fixed for filing of rejoinder and for 
settlement of issues. The record further reveals that despite several adjournments from time to time the 2 nd party-Union 
failed to make its appearance or to take any step to participate in the proceeding. In the above back-drops and in 
absence of the 2 nd party-Union there is no alternative than to presume that either the Union has lost its interest to pursue 
the dispute for its judicial adjudication or there exists no further dispute between the parties. In the given situation I am 
constrained to return the reference to the Ministry for taking necessary action at their end. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 

M 27 WR7, 2017 

cFn\3TT. 2812.—sftsftfw fRRK srfsrfwr, 1947 (1947 R/T 14) SIR! 17 ^ 3^4RU| if RRFR, 3RZT$T, 
311 U.-HMlU.3TFCTft, TStRT TTR TWF cb4^l<l ^ ^ TRFS: fldMcbT 4>4 <+>kY ^ 3Rpm 3 

sklPl* fRRTR 3 ^#4 RRER 3#RRnr TTcf ^ RRT7 (fM WIT 68/2014) R/T Wf?RT 

wl f, # 1WR R7T 23.11.2017 R/T W7T «TT| 


[FT. RFT-42012/153/2014-3Ri31R (^Fj)j 

Tl% RR Pi^l* 


New Delhi, the 27th November, 2017 

S.O. 2812. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 68/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Chairman, OSSPARC, Orissa and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 23.11.2017. 

[No. L-42012/153/2014-IR (DU)] 

RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 

Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 68/2014 
Date of Passing Award - 27 th October, 2017 

Between : 

The Chairman, 

Orissa Shrimp Seed Production, 

Supply and Research Centre (OSSPARC), 

Gopalpur-on-Sea, Dist. Ganjam, Orissa - 760 001 ...1 st Party-Management 

(And) 

Shri Ashok Kumar Patra, 

S/o. Late Sadananda Patra, 

Nehru Nagar, 7 th Lane, Brahmapur, 

Dist. Ganjam, Orissa - 760 001 


.. ,2 nd Party-Workman 
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Appearances : 

Shri U.C. Mohapatra, Project Director ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Workman 

ORDER 

Authorized representative for the 1 st Party-Management is present so also the representative of the disputant 
workman. It is seen from the record that the case is lingering without any substantial hearing on account of non- 
compliance of the order dated 12.1.2017 of this Tribunal whereby the disputant workman is directed to deposit the 35% 
of the amount received by the him towards his V.R.S. It is pertinent to mention here that the present case is registered 
in the event of receipt of reference made by the Government of India, in the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L- 
42012/153/2014 (IR(DU), dated 15.12.2014 in exercise of its power conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the I.D. Act and the schedule of the reference is:- 

“Whether the claim of the workman Shri Ashok Kumar Patra, Ex-Purchase Assistant for reinstatement of 
service on the ground of alleged illegal termination w.e.f. 31.3.2010 after receipt of VRS benefits from the 
employer Orissa Shrimp Seed Production, Supply and Research Centre (OSSPARC) is legal and justified? If 
yes, what relief the workman is entitled to”? 

2. On being noticed the disputant workman submitted his statement of claim pleading inter-alia that he was 
appointed as Work Assistant with effect from 01.01.1994 in the organization of the Management and he was confirmed 
in the said post with effect from 1.1.1996 vide memorandum dated 20.8.2005 issued by the Management (Annexure-2). 
He continued in the said post of Work Assistant till 31.3.2010 when he and some others were retrenched in the guise of 
V.R.S. imposed on them forcibly. It is his further claim that they were not paid with financial benefits of such V.R.S. as 
per the fixation of pay by 6 th C.P.C. though the pay fixation as set out by 6 th C.P.C. is already in force in other Central 
Government offices and Undertakings. Prayer has been made in the statement of claim for reinstatement of the 
disputant workman along with back wages and other financial benefits treating the so-called forcible V.R.S. as illegal 
and amounting to illegal termination of his service. 

3. The Management has resisted the claim of the disputant workman with a written statement that all the 
allegations raised by the disputant workman are not correct. The maintainability of the reference is also challenged. 
Keeping in view the decision of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case between Raijibhai Bhikabhai Parmar & Ors. - 
versus- Reliance Industries Limited and Another reported in 2016 LLR 673. This Tribunal in its order dated 12.1.2017 
directed the disputant workman to deposit at least 35% of the amount received towards financial benefits of the alleged 
V.R.S. on and before 2.3.2017. The disputant workman is yet to comply with the direction of this Tribunal despite the 
case having suffered four adjournments. On being asked the representative of the disputant workman submitted that the 
workman is not in a position to make any deposit of the amount as directed by the Tribunal. It is apparent from the 
pleadings and submissions of the parties that the alleged forceful un-employment of the disputant workman was due to 
V.R.S. accepted by the disputant workman. Whether such V.R.S. was volunteered or forceful would be determined in 
the award after taking the pleadings and evidence of the parties into consideration. The said V.R.S. exists in the eye of 
law till the same is declared illegal and invalid. It cannot be over-sighted that as per the settled principles the voluntary 
retirement once accepted in terms of the scheme or rules as the case may be, cannot be withdrawn. Further-more having 
regard to the financial benefits availed by the disputant workman and his unwillingness to make deposit 35% of such 
benefit despite direction of this Tribunal and keeping in view the decisions of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case under 
reference I am of the opinion that the disputant workman is not competent to raise the dispute on his V.R.S. 
Furthermore, no person can blow hot and cold simultaneously i.e. accept the V.R.S. financial benefits and not prepared 
to refund a part of such benefit to challenge his V.R.S. as illegal and unjustified. In the above premises non-compliance 
of the order dated 12.1.2017 of this Tribunal amounts to default of the applicant. Hence, the Tribunal has no alternative 
than to return the reference without any adjudication and the reference is disposed of accordingly. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th November, 2017 

S.O. 2813. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 69/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Chairman, OSSPARC, Orissa and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 23.11.2017. 

[No. L-42012/154/2014-IR (DU)] 

RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 


Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 69/2014 
Date of Passing Award - 27 th October, 2017 

Between : 


The Chairman, 

Orissa Shrimp Seed Production, 

Supply and Research Centre (OSSPARC), 

Gopalpur-on-Sea, Dist. Ganjam, Orissa - 760 001 ... 1 st Party-Management 

(And) 

Shri Purna Chandra Rao, 

At./Po. Rangailunda, Via Bhanja Vihar,, 

Brahmapur, Dist. Ganjam, Orissa - 760 001 .. .2 nd Party-Workman 

Appearances : 

Shri U.C. Mohapatra, Project Director ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Workman 

ORDER 

Authorized representative for the 1 st Party-Management is present so also the representative of the disputant 
workman. It is seen from the record that the case is lingering without any substantial hearing on account of non- 
compliance of the order dated 12.1.2017 of this Tribunal whereby the disputant workman is directed to deposit the 35% 
of the amount received by the him towards his V.R.S. It is pertinent to mention here that the present case is registered 
in the event of receipt of reference made by the Government of India, in the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. 
L-42012/154/2014 (IR(DU), dated 15.12.2014 in exercise of its power conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the I.D. Act and the schedule of the reference is:- 

“Whether the claim of the workman Shri Purna Chandra Rao, Ex-Purchase Assistant for reinstatement of service 
on the ground of alleged illegal termination w.e.f. 31.3.2010 after receipt of VRS benefits from the employer 
Orissa Shrimp Seed Production, Supply and Research Centre (OSSPARC) is legal and justified? If yes, what 
relief the workman is entitled to”? 


2. On being noticed the disputant workman submitted his statement of claim pleading inter-alia that he was 
appointed as Work Assistant with effect from 01.01.1994 in the organization of the Management and he was confirmed 
in the said post with effect from 1.1.1996 vide memorandum dated 20.8.2005 issued by the Management (Annexure-2). 
He continued in the said post of Work Assistant till 31.3.2010 when he and some others were retrenched in the guise of 
V.R.S. imposed on them forcibly. It is his further claim that they were not paid with financial benefits of such V.R.S. as 
per the fixation of pay by 6 th C.P.C. though the pay fixation as set out by 6 th C.P.C. is already in force in other Central 
Government offices and Undertakings. Prayer has been made in the statement of claim for reinstatement of the 
disputant workman along with back wages and other financial benefits treating the so-called forcible V.R.S. as illegal 
and amounting to illegal termination of his service. 
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Supply and Research Centre (OSSPARC), 

Gopalpur-on-Sea, Dist. Ganjam, Orissa - 760 001 ... 1 st Party-Management 

(And) 

Shri Prabhakar Mohanty, 

S/o. Late Brundaban Mohanty, 

Brahma Nagar-5, 1 st Lane, Brahmapur, 

Dist. Ganjam, Orissa - 760 001 .. .2 nd Party-Workman 

Appearances : 

Shri U.C. Mohapatra, Project Director ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Workman 

ORDER 

Authorized representative for the 1 st Party-Management is present so also the representative of the disputant 
workman. It is seen from the record that the case is lingering without any substantial hearing on account of non- 
compliance of the order dated 12.1.2017 of this Tribunal whereby the disputant workman is directed to deposit the 35% 
of the amount received by the him towards his V.R.S. It is pertinent to mention here that the present case is registered 
in the event of receipt of reference made by the Government of India, in the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. 
L-42012/152/2014 (IR(DU), dated 15.12.2014 in exercise of its power conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the I.D. Act and the schedule of the reference is:- 

“Whether the claim of the workman Shri Prabhakar Mohanty, Ex-Purchase Assistant for reinstatement of 
service on the ground of alleged illegal termination w.e.f. 31.3.2010 after receipt of VRS benefits from the 
employer Orissa Shrimp Seed Production, Supply and Research Centre (OSSPARC) is legal and justified? If 
yes, what relief the workman is entitled to”? 

2. On being noticed the disputant workman submitted his statement of claim pleading inter-alia that he was 
appointed as Work Assistant with effect from 01.01.1994 in the organization of the Management and he was confirmed 
in the said post with effect from 1.1.1996 vide memorandum dated 20.8.2005 issued by the Management (Annexure-2). 
He continued in the said post of Work Assistant till 31.3.2010 when he and some others were retrenched in the guise of 
V.R.S. imposed on them forcibly. It is his further claim that they were not paid with financial benefits of such V.R.S. as 
per the fixation of pay by 6 th C.P.C. though the pay fixation as set out by 6 th C.P.C. is already in force in other Central 
Government offices and Undertakings. Prayer has been made in the statement of claim for reinstatement of the 
disputant workman along with back wages and other financial benefits treating the so-called forcible V.R.S. as illegal 
and amounting to illegal termination of his service. 

3. The Management has resisted the claim of the disputant workman with a written statement that all the 
allegations raised by the disputant workman are not correct. The maintainability of the reference is also challenged. 
Keeping in view the decision of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case between Raijibhai Bhikabhai Parmar & Ors. - 
versus- Reliance Industries Limited and Another reported in 2016 LLR 673. This Tribunal in its order dated 12.1.2017 
directed the disputant workman to deposit at least 35% of the amount received towards financial benefits of the alleged 
V.R.S. on and before 2.3.2017. The disputant workman is yet to comply with the direction of this Tribunal despite the 
case having suffered four adjournments. On being asked the representative of the disputant workman submitted that the 
workman is not in a position to make any deposit of the amount as directed by the Tribunal. It is apparent from the 
pleadings and submissions of the parties that the alleged forceful un-employment of the disputant workman was due to 
V.R.S. accepted by the disputant workman. Whether such V.R.S. was volunteered or forceful would be determined in 
the award after taking the pleadings and evidence of the parties into consideration. The said V.R.S. exists in the eye of 
law till the same is declared illegal and invalid. It cannot be over-sighted that as per the settled principles the voluntary 
retirement once accepted in terms of the scheme or rules as the case may be, cannot be withdrawn. Further-more having 
regard to the financial benefits availed by the disputant workman and his unwillingness to make deposit 35% of such 
benefit despite direction of this Tribunal and keeping in view the decisions of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case under 
reference I am of the opinion that the disputant workman is not competent to raise the dispute on his V.R.S. 
Furthermore, no person can blow hot and cold simultaneously i.e accept the V.R.S. financial benefits and not prepared 
to refund a part of such benefit to challenge his V.R.S. as illegal and unjustified. In the above premises non-compliance 
of the order dated 12.1.2017 of this Tribunal amounts to default of the applicant. Hence, the Tribunal has no alternative 
than to return the reference without any adjudication and the reference is disposed of accordingly. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th November, 2017 

S.O. 2815. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 28/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Principal, Regional Institute of Education, Bhubaneswar and other and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 23.11.2017. 


[No. L-42011/41/2016-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 

Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 28/2016 

No. L-42011/41/2016-IR (DU), dated 06.05.2016/25.05.2016 

Date of Passing Order - 10 th October, 2017 


Between: 

1. The Principal, 

Regional Institute of Education, 

Po. RIE Campus, Sachivalya Marg, 

Bhubaneswar (Orissa)-751 022. 

2. Prof. Animesh Mohapatra, Warden, 

Gopabandhu Hostel, Regional Institute of 
Education Campus, Po. Bhoi Nagar, 

Bhubaneswar (Orissa)-751 022 

1 st Party-Managements 

(And) 

The President, Regional Institute of 
Education Workers Union, CITU, 

Odisha State Office, VR-5/1, Unit-3, 

Kharvela Nagar, Bhubaneswar (Orissa)-751 001 

... 2 nd Party-Union. 


Appearances : 

None 


None 


For the 1 st Party-Managements 
For the 2 nd Party-Union 
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ORDER 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour & Employment has referred the present dispute existing 
between the employers in relation to the Management Regional Institute of Education and their workman represented 
through the Union in exercise of the powers conferred under clause (d) of sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) vide their Letter No. L-42011/41/2016-IR(DU), dated 06.05.2016/ 
25.05.2016 to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

2. It is revealed from the order sheet that the 2 nd Party-Union has not appeared a single date before this Tribunal 
inspite of issue of regd. Notice to it on 5.8.2016. It has sent its statement of claim by post which was received on 
13.10.2016 without any documents to substantiate its case. The 2 nd Party-Union was als directed to take steps for issue 
of notice to the Managements for filing of written statement, but it did not take any step. 

3. On the other hand, the 1 st Party-Management did not file its written statement, though the 2 nd Party-workman 
has served a copy of statement of claim on them through post. 

4. It appears from the above acts of the parties that either they have lost their interest in the cae or they might have 
resolved their disputes amicably out of the Court. In the given circumstances, a no-dispute award is required to be 
passed and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed in the case. 

5. The reference is answered in the above terms. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 

M 6 Rune 2017 
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EES fW, 3#EfEt 

New Delhi, the 6th December, 2017 

S.O. 2816. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. LC 12/2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni 
Collieries Company Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 30.11.2017. 

[No. L-22013/01/2017-IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 11th day of October, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C. No. 12/2008 


Between: 

Sri Gulla Ramesh, 

S/o Odelu, 

C/o Smt. A. Sarojana, 

Advocate, Flat No.G7, 

Rajeshwari Gayatri Sadan, 

Opp: Badruka Jr. College for Girls, 
Kachiguda, Hyderabad 


...Petitioner 
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enquiry was conducted purely following the principles of natural justice. It is stated that basing on the evidence 
adduced before the Enquiry Officer, the Enquiry Officer submitted his report holding the charges levelled against the 
Petitioner was proved. A copy of the enquiry report and the enquiry proceeding was sent to the Petitioner by way of 
show cause notice giving an opportunity to make representation against the findings made in the enquiry report; 
since the charge levelled against the Petitioner is proved and it was serious in nature, punishment warranted was 
dismissal from service. The Disciplinary Authority has gone through the enquiry proceeding and his past record, and 
found that there was no extenuating circumstances to take a lenient view and lastly. Respondent No.l was constrained 
to dismiss the Petitioner from service. It is stated that in fact the Petitioner was irregular to his duties and he did not 
improve his attendance even after issuing charge sheet, and after receiving the show cause notice. It is further stated 
that the punishment imposed on the Petitioner is justified and legal and as such the claim petition be dismissed in 
limini. 

4. In view of the memo filed by the Counsel for the Petitioner conceding the legality and validity of the domestic 
enquiry conducted in the present case, the domestic enquiry conducted by the Respondents is held as legal and valid 
vide order dated 13.7.2010. 

5. Both the parties have advanced their arguments under Sec.11(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, in 
support of their claim. 

6. In view of the above facts, the points for determination are : 

I. Whether the action of the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., in imposing the 
punishment of dismissal from service to Sri Gulla Ramesh is legal and justified? 

II. Whether the Petitioner is entitled for reinstatement into service? 

III. If not, to what other relief he is entitled? 

7. Point No. l: During the course of argument, the Learned Counsel appearing on behalf of the Petitioner 
submitted that due to his father’s treatment and family problems, the Petitioner could not be able to attend his duty 
sincerely. Even in his show cause the Petitioner has mentioned the above fact, but it has not been considered during the 
course of the enquiry and on account of absenteeism capital punishment of dismissal from service was imposed on the 
Petitioner. When the Petitioner has taken a stand that due to his illness, father’s treatment and other family problems he 
could not be able to attend his duties regularly and remained absent, the authority should have considered his case 
while imposing punishment. The authority has not considered any of the submissions of the Petitioner, and has given 
capital punishment to the Petitioner when several modes of punishment are enumerated in the company’s Standing 
Orders. 

8 . On the other hand, the Learned Counsel appearing on behalf of the Respondents submitted that when the 
Petitioner was a chronic absentee and was found guilty in the charges levelled against him, the punishment imposed 
by the Respondents’ company is legal and proper. When the Petitioner was not sincere in his duty and failed to 
maintain minimum musters in a year he is not entitled to be reinstated into service. 

9. Admittedly, working in the Mines is hazardous and remaining absent is not unusual. In this case, due to his 
illness and other family problems, the Petitioner could not be able to be regular in his duty, the Petitioner has 
remained absent in his duties and a proceeding was initiated against him for his absenteeism followed by an enquiry. 
In the enquiry, the charges levelled against the Petitioner were proved. For this, capital punishment was imposed. 
After dismissal of service, the Petitioner has become jobless and unable to provide a square meal to his family 
members. He has already realised his mistake and has taken shelter in the court at the age of 41 years, he is now aged 
about 50 years and is searching ways and means to provide bread and butter to his family members. When the 
Petitioner being an able bodied and energetic man has already realised his mistake and is coming forward to work 
under the Respondents, atleast one chance should be given to him for his reinstatement into service. Admittedly 
several modes of punishment are enumerated in company's Standing Orders. The Petitioner is a first offender and has 
worked under the Respondents. While imposing capital punishment to his employees, the management should think 
of the condition of the workers as well as his family members. In this case, the punishment imposed by the 
Respondents for dismissal of service is too harsh. Therefore, it can safely be stated that the action taken by the 
management in imposing the punishment of dismissal from service to Sri Gulla Ramesh is not legal and justified. 

Thus, Point No.l is answered accordingly. 

10. Point Nos. II & III : In Point No.l, it has already been discussed that the punishment of dismissal from service 
to Sri Gulla Ramesh is not legal and justified. After dismissal of service as stated earlier, when the Petitioner has 
already realised his mistake and has come to the court with a prayer for reinstatement into service he should be given a 
chance to serve for his family members. After dismissal of service the Petitioner has become jobless and he being the 
sole bread earner of his family, is unable to provide a square meal to his family members. In such a circumstances 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 11th day of October, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C. No. 30/2008 


Between: 

Sri Md. Sajjad Ali, 

S/o Meer Ali, 

C/o Smt. A. Sarojana, 

Advocate, Flat No.G7, 

Rajeshwari Gayatri Sadan, 

Opp: Badruka Jr. College for Girls, 

Kachiguda, Hyderabad ...Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Mandamarri Area, Mandamarri, 

Adialabad District. 

2. The Superintendent of Mines, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

SK Mine, Mandamarri Area, Mandamarri, 

Adialabad District. ...Respondents 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. A. Sarojana & K. Vasudeva Reddy, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. P.A.V.V.S. Sarnia & Vijaya Laxmi Panguluri, Advocates 

AWARD 

Sri Md.Sajjad Ali who worked as Coal Filler (who will be referred to as the workman) has filed this petition 
under Sec. 2A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 against the Respondents M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 
seeking for declaring the proceeding No. MMR/PER/D/072/774 dated 4.2.2007 issued by Respondent No.l as illegal, 
arbitrary and to set aside the same consequently directing the Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner into service duly 
granting all the consequential benefits such as continuity of service, back wages and all other attendant benefits etc., 
and such other reliefs as this court may deems fit. 

2. The averments made in the petition in brief are as follows : 

The Petitioner was initially appointed as General mazdoor in the year 1988 and was regular to his duties till the year 
2001. During the year 2002 the Petitioner suffered from spinal pain and Lumbergo & infective hepatitis and further, 
from 1.1.2003 to 13.2.2004 he was unable to perform duties due to severity of spinal card pain and white jaundice. 
While the matters stood thus, charge sheet dated 19.2/07.03.2002 was issued to the Petitioner by the Respondents 
alleging that the Petitioner absented for duty during the year 2003, which amounts to misconduct under company’s 
Standing Order No.25.25. Subsequently, one inquiry was conducted and during the time of the enquiry, the Petitioner 
was not given any opportunity much less valid in nature to put forth his grievances. Basing on such lopsided enquiry, 
the Enquiry Officer held the charges as proved and basing on the erroneous findings of the Enquiry Officer, the 
Petitioner was dismissed from service vide order No. MMR/PER/D/072/774 dated 4.2.2007. It is stated that during the 
course of the enquiry the Petitioner has categorically stated about his inability to perform his duties regularly during 
the year 2003, as it was only on account of his ill-health. But without considering any of his submissions, the 
Petitioner was dismissed from service. It is also stated that the action of the Respondents management in dismissing 
the Petitioner from service is wholly illegal, arbitrary, violative of the principles of natural justice. The Petitioner has 
rendered 15 years of continuous service in the Respondents’ management. The Petitioner approached the Respondents 
to consider his case sympathetically, but the management did not pay any heed to it. Therefore, the Petitioner was 
constrained to approach this Tribunal to declare the impugned order No. MMR/PER/D/072/774 dated 4.2.2007 issued 
by the Respondents is illegal and arbitrary and to set aside the same and consequently to direct the Respondents to 
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under the Respondent. While imposing capital punishment to his employees, the management should think of the 
condition of the workers as well as his family members. In this case, the punishment imposed by the Respondents for 
dismissal of service is too harsh. Therefore, it can safely be stated that the action taken by the management in 
imposing the punishment of dismissal from service to Sri Md.Sajjad Ali is not legal and justified. 

Thus, Point No.I is answered accordingly. 

10. Point Nos. II & III : In Point No.I, it has already been discussed that the punishment of dismissal from service 
to Sri Md.Sajjad Ali is not legal and justified. After dismissal of service as stated earlier, when the Petitioner has 
already realised his mistake and has come to the court with a prayer for reinstatement into service he should be given 
a chance to serve for his family members. After dismissal of service the Petitioner has become jobless and he being the 
sole bread earner of his family, is unable to provide a square meal to his family members. In such a circumstances 
atleast the Petitioner should be given a chance to maintain his livelihood and to work under the Respondents’ 
management. But in this case, the Petitioner has not come to the court soon after his dismissal of service. In the 
opinion of this Tribunal the Petitioner is not entitled to get all the relief as claimed in his claim petition. But he is only 
entitled to be given a chance to work in the Respondents’ management. 

Thus, Point Nos. II & III are answered accordingly. 

ORDER 

Proceeding No. MMR/PER/D/072/774 dated 4.2.2007 issued by Respondent No.l is declared as illegal and is 
hereby set aside. It is ordered that the workman Sri Md.Sajjad Ali be taken into service as a fresh employee i.e., Badli 
filler in Cat.I, on initial basic pay without back wages and continuity of service, subject to medical fitness by the 
company Medical Board and the workman be kept under probation for a period of one year. The management is also 
directed to take an undertaking of good behaviour from the workman at the time of his posting. 

The Workman can not claim for his posting in the same place, where he was last employed. The workman 
shall have to maintain either minimum mandatory 20 musters every month or 180 musters in a year and the 
management shall have the right to review the work of the workman in every three months. In the event of any short 
fall of attendance during the period of the three months, the service of the workman will not be terminated and he will 
be cautioned to improve his performance by issuing him a warning letter. However, in the event of any shortfall of 
attendance during one year of service of the workman, he will be terminated from service without any further notice 
and enquiry and in the event of completion of one year of probation satisfactorily, the workman is to continue in 
service till the age of attaining superannuation. The management shall consider any forced absenteeism on account of 
Mine accidents/ Natural disasters, taking treatment in the company’s hospital, as attendance. All other usual terms 
and conditions of appointment will be applicable i.e., transfer, hours of work, day of rest, holidays etc., to the workman 
for appointment afresh. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 11 th day of 
October, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 6th December, 2017 

S.O. 2818. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. LC 37/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni 
Collieries Company Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 30.11.2017. 

[No. L-22013/01/2017-IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 13th day of October, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C. No. 37/2007 


Between: 

Sri M. Radha Krishna, 

S/o Posham, 

C/o Smt. A. Sarojana, 

Advocate, Flat No.G7, 

Rajeshwari Gayatri Sadan, 

Opp: Badruka Jr. College for Girls, 

Kachiguda, Hyderabad ...Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

IK & CHNR Incline, Srirampur, 

Adilabad District. 

2. The Superintendent of Mines, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Chennur-2 Incline, Srirampur, 

Adilabad District. ...Respondents 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. A. Sarojana & K. Vasudeva Reddy, Advocates 

For the Respondent : Sri M.V. Hanumantha Rao, Advocate 

AWARD 

Sri M. Radha Krishna who worked as Badli Filler (who will be referred to as the workman) has filed this 
petition under Sec. 2A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 against the Respondents M/s. Singareni Collieries 
Company Ltd., seeking for declaring the proceeding No. SRP/PER/13.008/5167 dated 11.7.2006 issued by Respondent 
No.l as illegal, arbitrary and to set aside the same consequently directing the Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner 
into service duly granting all the consequential benefits such as continuity of service, back wages and all other 
attendant benefits etc., and such other reliefs as this court may deems fit. 

2. The averments made in the petition in brief are as follows : 

The Petitioner was initially appointed as Badli Filler on 17.5.2002 on compassionate grounds and was regular 
to his duties, but during the year 2004, the Petitioner suffered with ill-health and other family problems. The 
Petitioner’s sister expired in the year 2004. The Petitioner submitted that his mother was under deep grief on account 
of death of her daughter and husband within a short span. While the matters stood thus, one charge sheet dated 
20.4.2005 was issued to the Petitioner by the Respondents alleging that the Petitioner absented for duty during the year 
2004 which amounts to misconduct under company’s Standing Order No.25.25. Subsequently, one inquiry was 
conducted and during the time of the enquiry, the Petitioner was not given any opportunity much less valid in nature to 
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put forth his grievances. Basing on such lopsided enquiry, the Enquiry Officer held the charges as proved and basing 
on the erroneous findings of the Enquiry Officer, the Petitioner was dismissed from service vide order No. 
SRP/PER/13.008/5167 dated 11.7.2006. It is stated that during the course of the enquiry the Petitioner has categorically 
stated about his inability to perform his duties regularly during the above said period as it was only on account of his 
ill-health and other family problems. But without considering any of his submissions, the Petitioner was dismissed 
from service. It is also stated that the action of the Respondents management in dismissing the Petitioner from service 
is wholly illegal, arbitrary, violative of the principles of natural justice. The Petitioner has rendered two years of 
continuous service in the Respondents’ management. The Petitioner approached the Respondents to consider his case 
sympathetically, but the management did not pay any heed to it. Therefore, the Petitioner was constrained to approach 
this Tribunal to declare the impugned order No. SRP/PER/13.008/5167 dated 11.7.2006 issued by the Respondents is 
illegal and arbitrary and to set aside the same and consequently to direct the Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner into 
service duly granting all other attendant benefits such as continuity of service, back wages etc. 

3. The Respondents filed counter denying the averments made in the petition, with the averments in brief 
which runs as follows : 

In the counter the Respondents while admitting some of the factual aspects to be true, stated that the Petitioner 
was appointed in the Respondents’ company on 16.5.2002 as Badli Coal Filler. He was dismissed from service on 
proved charges of absenteeism, after conducting a detailed domestic enquiry duly following the principles of natural 
justice. The Petitioner has attended the dates for the enquiry fixed and had fully participated in the enquiry. He was 
given full, fair and reasonable opportunity to defend himself in the enquiry. The enquiry was conducted purely 
following the principles of natural justice. It is stated that basing on the evidence adduced before the Enquiry Officer, 
the Enquiry Officer submitted his report holding the charges levelled against the Petitioner was proved. A copy of the 
enquiry report and the enquiry proceeding was sent to the Petitioner by way of show cause notice giving him an 
opportunity to make representation against the findings of the enquiry report; since the charge levelled against the 
Petitioner is proved and it was serious in nature, punishment warranted was dismissal from service. The Disciplinary 
Authority has gone through the enquiry proceeding and his past record and found that there was no extenuating 
circumstances to take a lenient view and lastly, the Respondents were constrained to dismiss the Petitioner from 
service. It is stated that in fact the Petitioner was irregular to his duties and he did not improve his attendance even 
after issuing charge sheet to him, and after receiving the show cause notice. It is further stated that the punishment 
imposed on the Petitioner is justified and legal and as such the claim petition is liable to be dismissed in limini. 

4. The domestic enquiry conducted by the Respondents is held as legal and valid vide order dated 11.8.2011. 

5. Both the parties have advanced their arguments under Sec.11(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, in 
support of their claim. 

6. In view of the above facts, the points for determination are : 

I. Whether the action of the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., in imposing the 
punishment of dismissal from service to Sri M. Radha Krishna is legal and justified? 

II. Whether the Petitioner is entitled for reinstatement into service? 

III. If not, to what other relief he is entitled? 

7. Point No. I: During the course of argument, the Learned Counsel appearing on behalf of the Petitioner 
submitted that due to illness and family problems, the Petitioner could not be able to attend his duty sincerely. Even 
in his show-cause the Petitioner has mentioned the above fact, but it has not been considered during the course of the 
enquiry and on account of absenteeism capital punishment of dismissal from service was imposed on the Petitioner. 
When the Petitioner has taken a stand that due to his illness, and other family problems he could not be able to attend 
his duties regularly and remained absent, the authority should have considered his case while imposing punishment. 
The authority has not considered any of the submissions of the Petitioner, and has given capital punishment to the 
Petitioner when several modes of punishment are enumerated in the company’s Standing Orders. 

8 . On the other hand, the Learned Counsel appearing on behalf of the Respondents submitted that when the 
Petitioner was a chronic absentee and was found guilty in the charges levelled against him, the punishment imposed 
by the Respondents’ company is legal and proper. When the Petitioner was not sincere in his duty and failed to 
maintain minimum musters in a year he is not entitled to be reinstated into service. 

9. Admittedly, working in the Mines is hazardous and remaining absent is not unusual. In this case, due to his 
illness and other family problems, the Petitioner could not be able to be regular in his duty, the Petitioner has 
remained absent in his duties and a proceeding was initiated against him for his absenteeism followed by an enquiry. 
In the enquiry, the charges levelled against the Petitioner were proved. For this, capital punishment was imposed. 
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After dismissal of service, the Petitioner has become jobless and unable to provide a square meal to his family 
members. He has already realised his mistake and has taken shelter in the court at the age of 31 years, he is now aged 
about 41 years and is searching ways and means to provide bread and butter to his family members. When the 
Petitioner being an able bodied and energetic man has already realised his mistake and is coming forward to work 
under the Respondents, atleast one chance should be given to him for reinstatement into service. Admittedly several 
modes of punishment are enumerated in company’s Standing Orders. The Petitioner is a first offender and has worked 
for two years under the Respondent. While imposing capital punishment to his employees, the management should 
think of the condition of the workers as well as his family members. In this case, the punishment imposed by the 
Respondents for dismissal of service is too harsh. Therefore, it can safely be stated that the action taken by the 
management in imposing the punishment of dismissal from service to Sri M. Radha Krishna is not legal and justified. 

Thus, Point No.I is answered accordingly. 

10. Point Nos. II & III : In Point No.I, it has already been discussed that the punishment of dismissal from service 
to Sri M. Radha Krishna is not legal and justified. After dismissal of service as stated earlier, when the Petitioner has 
already realised his mistake and has come to the court with a prayer for reinstatement into service he should be given 
a chance to serve for his family members. After dismissal of service the Petitioner has become jobless and he being the 
sole bread earner of his family, is unable to provide a square meal to his family members. In such a circumstances 
atleast the Petitioner should be given a chance to maintain his livelihood and to work under the Respondents’ 
management. But in this case, the Petitioner has not come to the court soon after his dismissal of service. In the 
opinion of this Tribunal the Petitioner is not entitled to get all the relief as claimed in his claim petition. But he is only 
entitled to be given a chance to work in the Respondents’ management. 

Thus, Point Nos. II & III are answered accordingly. 

ORDER 


Proceeding No. SRP/PER/13.008/5167 dated 11.7.2006 issued by Respondent No.l is declared as illegal and is 
hereby set aside. It is ordered that the workman Sri M. Radha Krishna be taken into service as a fresh employee i.e,, 
Badli filler in Cat.I, on initial basic pay without back wages and continuity of service, subject to medical fitness by the 
company Medical Board and the workman be kept under probation for a period of one year. The management is also 
directed to take an undertaking of good behaviour from the workman at the time of his posting. 


The Workman can not claim for his posting in the same place, where he was last employed. The workman 
shall have to maintain either minimum mandatory 20 musters every month or 180 musters in a year and the 
management shall have the right to review the work of the workman in every three months. In the event of any short 
fall of attendance during the period of the three months, the service of the workman will not be terminated and he will 
be cautioned to improve his performance by issuing him a warning letter. However, in the event of any shortfall of 
attendance during one year of service of the workman, he will be terminated from service without any further notice 
and enquiry and in case the workman completes the one year probation period successfully he will continue in service 
till the age of his superannuation. The management shall consider any forced absenteeism on account of Mine 
accidents/ Natural disasters, taking treatment in the company’s hospital, as attendance. All other usual terms and 
conditions of appointment will be applicable i.e., transfer, hours of work, day of rest, holidays etc., to the workman for 
appointment afresh. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 13 th day of 
October, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 


Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 


Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 


NIL 


NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 


Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 6th December, 2017 

S.O. 2819. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. LC 45/2009) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni 
Collieries Company Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 30.11.2017. 

[No. L-22013/01/2017-IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 16th day of October, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C. No. 45/2009 


Between: 

Sri K. Narsinga Rao, 

S/o Narsaiah, 

C/o Smt. A. Sarojana, 

Advocate, Flat No.G7, 

Rajeshwari Gayatri Sadan, 

Opp: Badruka Jr. College for Girls, 

Kachiguda, Hyderabad ...Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

RG-I Area, Godavaridhani, 

Karimnagar District. 

2. The Superintendent of Mines, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

GDK-2A Incline, Godavaridhani, 

Karimnagar District. .. .Respondents 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. A. Sarojana & K. Vasudeva Reddy, Advocates 

For the Respondent : Sri S.M. Subhani, Advocates 

AWARD 

Sri K. Narsinga Rao who worked as Coal Filler (who will be referred to as the workman) has filed this petition 
under Sec. 2A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 against the Respondents M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 
seeking for declaring the proceeding No. RG.I/PER/S/46/748 dated 6.2.2006 issued by Respondent No.l as illegal, 
arbitrary and to set aside the same consequently directing the Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner into service duly 
granting all the consequential benefits such as continuity of service, back wages and all other attendant benefits etc., 
and such other reliefs as this court may deems fit. 
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2. The averments made in the petition in brief are as follows : 

The Petitioner was initially appointed as badli filler and later he was promoted as Coal Filler and further he was 
promoted as Coal Cutter. The Petitioner was regular to his duties till the year 2003. During the year 2004 the Petitioner 
suffered from gout problem and under gone treatment from company’s hospital also. While the matters stood thus, 
charge sheet dated 16.4.2005 was issued to the Petitioner by the Respondents alleging that the Petitioner absented from 
duty during the year 2004, which amounts to misconduct under company’s Standing Order No.25.25. Subsequently, 
one inquiry was conducted and during the time of the enquiry, the Petitioner was not given any opportunity much less 
valid in nature to put forth his grievances. Basing on such lopsided enquiry, the Enquiry Officer held the charges as 
proved and basing on the erroneous findings of the Enquiry Officer, the Petitioner was dismissed from service vide 
order No. RG.I/PER/S/46/748 dated 6.2.2006. It is stated that during the course of the enquiry the Petitioner has 
categorically stated about his inability to perform his duties regularly during the year 2004, as it was only on account 
of his ill-health. But without considering any of his submissions, the Petitioner was dismissed from service. It is also 
stated that the action of the Respondents management in dismissing the Petitioner from service is wholly illegal, 
arbitrary, violative of the principles of natural justice. The Petitioner has rendered 27 years of continuous service in the 
Respondents’ management. The Petitioner approached the Respondents to consider his case sympathetically, but the 
management did not pay any heed to it. Therefore, the Petitioner was constrained to approach this Tribunal to declare 
the impugned order No. RG.I/PER/S/46/748 dated 6.2.2006 issued by the Respondents is illegal and arbitrary and to 
set aside the same and consequently to direct the Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner into service duly granting all 
other attendant benefits such as continuity of service, back wages etc. 

3. The Respondents filed counter denying the averments made in the petition, with the averments in brief 
which runs as follows : 

In the counter the Respondents while admitting some of the factual aspects to be true, stated that the Petitioner was 
appointed in the Respondents’ company on 13.3.1977 as Badli Coal Filler and he was promoted as Coal 
Cutter w.e.f. 19.2.1982. He was dismissed from service on proved charges of absenteeism, after conducting a detailed 
domestic enquiry duly following the principles of natural justice. The Petitioner has attended the dates fixed for the 
enquiry and had fully participated in the enquiry. He was given full, fair and reasonable opportunity to defend 
himself in the enquiry. The enquiry was conducted purely following the principles of natural justice. It is stated that 
basing on the evidence adduced before the Enquiry Officer, the Enquiry Officer submitted his report holding the 
charges levelled against the Petitioner was proved. A copy of the enquiry report and the enquiry proceeding was sent 
to the Petitioner by way of show cause notice giving him an opportunity to make representation against the findings of 
the enquiry report; since the charge levelled against the Petitioner is proved and it was serious in nature, punishment 
warranted was dismissal from service. The Disciplinary Authority has gone through the enquiry proceeding and his 
past record and found that there was no extenuating circumstances to take a lenient view and lastly, the Respondents 
were constrained to dismiss the Petitioner from service. It is stated that in fact the Petitioner was irregular to his duties 
and he did not improve his attendance even after issuing charge sheet to him, and after receiving the show-cause notice. 
It is further stated that the punishment imposed on the Petitioner is justified and legal and as such the claim petition is 
liable to be dismissed in limini. 

4. In view of the memo filed by the Counsel for the Petitioner stating that the Petitioner is not interested to pursue 
the legality and validity of the domestic enquiry conducted in the present case, and let the case be disposed of on merit 
basing on the evidence available in the record, vide order dated 3.6.2016, the domestic enquiry conducted in this case 
was held valid and legal. Bth the parties have advanced their arguments under Sec. 11(A) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947, in support of their claim. 

5. In view of the above facts, the points for determination are : 

I. Whether the action of the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., in imposing the 
punishment of dismissal from service to Sri K. Narsinga Rao is legal and justified? 

II. Whether the Petitioner is entitled for reinstatement into service? 

III. If not, to what other relief he is entitled? 


6 . Point No. I: During the course of argument, the Learned Counsel appearing on behalf of the Petitioner 
submitted that due to illness and family problems, the Petitioner could not be able to attend his duty sincerely. He was 
getting treatment in company’s area hospital. Even in his show-cause the Petitioner has mentioned the above fact but it 
has not been considered during the course of the enquiry and on account of absenteeism capital punishment of 
dismissal from service was imposed on the Petitioner. When the Petitioner has taken a stand that due to his illness, and 
other family problems he could not be able to attend his duties regularly and remained absent, the authority should have 
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considered his case while imposing capital punishment. But the authority has not considered any of the submissions of 
the Petitioner, and has imposed capital punishment to the Petitioner when several modes of punishment are 
enumerated in the company’s Standing Orders. 

7. On the other hand, the Learned Counsel appearing on behalf of the Respondents submitted that when the 
Petitioner was a chronic absentee and was found guilty in the charges levelled against him, the punishment imposed 
by the Respondents’ company is legal and proper. When the Petitioner was not sincere in his duty and failed to 
maintain minimum musters in a year he is not entitled to be reinstated into service. 

8. Admittedly, working in the Mines is hazardous and remaining absent is not unusual. In this case, after the 
death of the father of the Petitioner, due to his illness and other family problems, the Petitioner could not be able to be 
regular in his duty, and has remained absent in his duties and a proceeding was initiated against him for his absenteeism 
followed by an enquiry. In the enquiry, the charges levelled against the Petitioner were proved. For this, capital 
punishment was imposed. After dismissal of service, the Petitioner has become jobless and unable to provide a square 
meal to his family members. He has already realised his mistake and has taken shelter in the court at the age of 35 
years, he is now aged about 44 years and is searching ways and means to provide bread and butter to his family 
members. The Petitioner being an able bodied and energetic man has already realised his mistake and is coming 
forward at the age of 44 years to work under the Respondents. In such a circumstances, atleast one chance should be 
given to him for reinstatement into service in order to get all his terminal benefits. Admittedly several modes of 
punishment are enumerated in company’s Standing Orders. The Petitioner is a first offender and has worked for about 
27 years under the Respondent. While imposing capital punishment to his employees, the management should think 
of the condition of the workers as well as his family members. In this case, the punishment imposed by the 
Respondents for dismissal of service is too harsh. Therefore, it can safely be stated that the action taken by the 
management in imposing the punishment of dismissal from service to Sri K. Narsinga Rao is not legal and justified. 

Thus, Point No.I is answered accordingly. 

9. Point Nos. II & III : In Point No.I, it has already been discussed that the punishment of dismissal from service 
to Sri K. Narsinga Rao is not legal and justified. After dismissal of service as stated earlier, when the Petitioner has 
already realised his mistake and has come to the court with a prayer for reinstatement into service he should be given 
a chance to serve for his family members. After dismissal of service the Petitioner has become jobless and he being the 
sole bread earner of his family, is unable to provide a square meal to his family members. In such a circumstances 
atleast the Petitioner should be given a chance to maintain his livelihood and to work under the Respondents’ 
management. But in this case, the Petitioner has not come to the court soon after his dismissal of service. In the 
opinion of this Tribunal the Petitioner is not entitled to get all the relief as claimed in his claim petition. But he is only 
entitled to be given a chance to work in the Respondents’ management. 

Thus, Point Nos. II & III are answered accordingly. 

ORDER 

Proceeding No. RG.I/PER/S/46/748 dated 6.2.2006 issued by Respondent No.l is declared as illegal and is 
hereby set aside. It is ordered that the workman Sri K. Narsinga Rao be taken into service as a fresh employee i.e., 
Badli filler in Cat.I, on initial basic pay without back wages and continuity of service, subject to medical fitness by the 
company Medical Board and the workman be kept under probation for a period of one year. The management is also 
directed to take an undertaking of good behaviour from the workman at the time of his posting. 

The Workman can not claim for his posting in the same place, where he was last employed. The workman 
shall have to maintain either minimum mandatory 20 musters every month or 190 musters in a year and the 
management shall have the right to review the work of the workman in every three months. In the event of any short 
fall of attendance during the period of the three months, the service of the workman will not be terminated and he will 
be cautioned to improve his performance by issuing him a warning letter. However, in the event of any shortfall of 
attendance during one year of service of the workman, he will be terminated from service without any further notice 
and enquiry and in case the workman completes the probation period of one year he will be allowed to continue in 
service till the date of his superannuation. The management shall consider any forced absenteeism on account of Mine 
accidents/ Natural disasters, taking treatment in the company’s hospital, as attendance. All other usual terms and 
conditions of appointment will be applicable i.e., transfer, hours of work, day of rest, holidays etc., to the workman for 
appointment afresh. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 16 th day of 
October, 2017. 


MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 





[RTF II-^sFS- 3(ii)] 


^TRcT 4F 7DTT5T : RrMI 16, 2017/31 il*WU| 25, 1939 


9371 


Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 


Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 


NIL 


NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 6th December, 2017 

S.O. 2820. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. LC 57/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni 
Collieries Company Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 30.11.2017. 

[No. L-22013/01/2017-IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 11th day of October, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C. No. 57/2007 


Between: 

Sri Kola Satish, 

S/o Late K. Rama Swamy, 

C/o Smt. A. Sarojana, 

Advocate, Flat No.G7, 

Rajeshwari Gayatri Sadan, 

Opp: Badruka Jr. College for Girls, 

Kachiguda, Hyderabad ...Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Project Officer, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Bhupalpally, 

Warangal District. 

2. The Dy. General Manager, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

KTK-1 Incline, Bhupalpally, 

Warangal District. ...Respondents 
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Appearances: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. A. Sarojana & K. Vasudeva Reddy, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. P.A.V.V.S. Sarma & Vijaya Laxmi Panguluri, Advocates 

AWARD 

Sri Kola Satish who worked as Coal Filler (who will be referred to as the workman) has filed this petition under 
Sec. 2A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 against the Respondents M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 
seeking for declaring the proceeding No. RG.I/PER/S/16/5748 dated 3.11.2003 issued by Respondent No.l as illegal, 
arbitrary and to set aside the same consequently directing the Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner into service duly 
granting all the consequential benefits such as continuity of service, back wages and all other attendant benefits etc., 
and such other reliefs as this court may deems fit. 

2. The averments made in the petition in brief are as follows : 

The Petitioner was initially appointed as badli filler on 23.1.2002 and he has been continuing in service without 
any adverse remarks. While the matters stood thus, charge sheet dated 16.1.2003 was issued to the Petitioner by the 
Respondents alleging that the Petitioner absented for duty during the year 2002, which amounts to misconduct under 
company’s Standing Order No.25.25. It is also stated that the charge sheet was sent to the Petitioner’s house which 
was returned undelivered, and as such a paper advertisement was issued, advising the Petitioner to attend for enquiry, 
and as the Petitioner did not attend the enquiry on the scheduled date, an ex-parte enquiry was conducted and he was 
dismissed from service. The Petitioner was undergoing treatment in his native village and he was not aware of either 
issuance of charge sheet or publication of notice made by the Respondents in the newspapers. The Petitioner could 
have certainly participated in the enquiry, if really he was in receipt of the charge sheet or notice of paper publication. 
It is stated that the Petitioner was unable to perform his duties regularly during the year 2002 only on account of his ill- 
health and other family problems, for this he could not attend his duties sincerely, but without considering any of his 
submissions, the Petitioner was dismissed from service vide office order dated 3.11.2003. It is also stated that the 
action of the Respondents’ management in dismissing the Petitioner from service is wholly illegal, arbitrary, violative 
of the principles of natural justice. The Petitioner has rendered continuous service in the Respondents’ management. 
He remained absent from duty only on account of his sickness and family problems which ought not to have been 
treated as a serious misconduct. The Petitioner made the above stated submissions, but without considering any of his 
submissions, the Petitioner was dismissed from service vide office order dated 3.11.2003. The Petitioner approached 
the Respondents to consider his case sympathetically but the management did not pay any heed to it. Therefore, the 
Petitioner was constrained to approach this Tribunal to declare the impugned order No. RG.I/PER/S/16/5748 dated 
3.11.2003 issued by the Respondents is illegal and arbitrary and to set aside the same and consequently to direct the 
Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner into service duly granting all other attendant benefits such as continuity of 
service, back wages etc.. 

3. The Respondents filed counter denying the averments made in the petition, with the averments in brief 
which runs as follows : 

In the counter the Respondents while admitting some of the factual aspects to be true, stated that the Petitioner was 
appointed in the Respondents’ company on 23.1.2002 as Badli Filler. He was dismissed from service on proved 
charges of absenteeism, after conducting a detailed domestic enquiry duly following the principles of natural justice. 
The Petitioner had remained absent unauthorizedly from duty without sufficient cause on a number of days and 
attended four days for duty during the calendar year 2002. A charge sheet was sent to his last known home address as 
per the procedure as he was not attending for duty, which was returned undelivered. Subsequently, the same was 
published in Vaartha Telugu daily newspaper dated 11.4.2003 advising the Petitioner to attend an enquiry fixed on 
22.4.2003. The Petitioner neither submitted any explanation to the charge sheet nor attended the enquiry, as such an 
ex-parte enquiry was conducted on 22.4.2003 wherein the charges levelled against the Petitioner were proved. The 
enquiry was conducted purely following the principles of natural justice. It is stated that basing on the evidence 
adduced before the Enquiry Officer, the Enquiry Officer submitted his report holding the charges levelled against the 
Petitioner was proved. A copy of the enquiry report and the enquiry proceeding was sent to the Petitioner by way of 
show cause notice giving an opportunity to make representation against the findings made in the enquiry report; 
since the charge levelled against the Petitioner is proved and it was serious in nature, punishment warranted was 
dismissal from service. The Disciplinary Authority has gone through the enquiry proceeding and his past record, and 
found that there was no extenuating circumstances to take a lenient view and lastly. Respondent No.l was constrained 
to dismiss the Petitioner from service. It is stated that in fact the Petitioner was irregular to his duties and he did not 
improve his attendance even after issuing charge sheet, and after receiving the show cause notice. It is further stated 
that the punishment imposed on the Petitioner is justified and legal and as such the claim petition be dismissed in 
limini. 
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The Workman can not claim for his posting in the same place, where he was last employed. The workman 
shall have to maintain either minimum mandatory 20 musters every month or 180 musters in a year and the 
management shall have the right to review the work of the workman in every three months. In the event of any short 
fall of attendance during the period of the three months, the service of the workman will not be terminated and he will 
be cautioned to improve his performance by issuing him a warning letter. However, in the event of any shortfall of 
attendance during one year of service of the workman, he will be terminated from service without any further notice 
and enquiry and in the event of completion of one year of probation satisfactorily, the workman is to continue in 
service till the age of attaining superannuation. The management shall consider any forced absenteeism on account of 
Mine accidents/Natural disasters, taking treatment in the company's hospital, as attendance. All other usual terms 
and conditions of appointment will be applicable i.e., transfer, hours of work, day of rest, holidays etc., to the workman 
for appointment afresh. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 11 th day of 
October, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M fe#, 7 Runt, 2017 
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[71. 4^-31011/07/2010-34^347 (sft-II)] 
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New Delhi, the 7th December, 2017 

S.O. 2821. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 59/2010) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Mumbai 
Port Trust and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 07.12.2017. 

[No. L-31011/07/2010-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 
PRESENT : M.V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE NO.CGIT-2/59 of 2010 
EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF 
MUMBAI PORT TRUST 
The Chairman, 

Mumbai Port Trust, Port House, 

Ballard Estate, 

Mumbai - 400 038. 
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AND 

THEIR WORKMEN 
The Secretary, 

Mumbai Port Trust Dock & General 
Employees Union, 

Port Trust Kamgar Sadan, 

Nawab Tank Road, 

Mazgaon Mumbai - 400 010. 

APPEARANCES : 

FOR THE EMPLOYER : Mr. Umesh Nabar, Advocate 

FOR THE WORKMEN : Mr. S.R. Apraj, Representative 

Mumbai, dated the 6 th September, 2017. 

AWARD 

1. This is reference made by the Central Government in exercise of powers under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 vide Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, New Delhi vide its order No. L-31011/07/2010 - IR (B-II) dated 08.09.2010. The terms of reference 
given in the schedule are as follows : 

“Whether the demand of Mumbai Port Trust Dock and General Employees Union, Mumbai for grant of Pay 
Scale of Rs. 4160-7820 with effect from 0.01.2007 to Shri G.K. Makwana, Laboratory Assistant, Port Trust 
Hospital, Medical Department, Mumbai Port Trust is legal, just and proper ? What relief the workman 
concerned is entitled to ?“ 

2. After the receipt of the reference, both the parties were served with the notices. Matter was fixed for cross 
examination of WW-1. Today second party Union filed application Ex.16 stating that they may be permitted to 
withdraw the above reference. Therefore they prayed that the reference is to be disposed off as withdrawn. 
Accordingly I pass the following order. 

ORDER 


Reference is disposed of as withdrawn. 
Date: 06.09.2017 


M. V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 


M 7 2017 
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2017 PP PTPf I3P airi 

[P. Ppf-12011 /80/2008-3TTf3TP (pt-II)] 
Tfp P7RP, 3I^PPT 3#PRpt 


New Delhi, the 7th December, 2017 

S.O. 2822. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 06/2009) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Central 
Bank of India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 07.12.2017. 


[No. L-12011/80/2008-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
Reference : No. 06/2009 

Employer in relation to the management of Central Bank of India 

AND 

Their workman 


Present : Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For the Employers : Shri R. Ranj an, Advocate 

For the workman : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Banking 

Dated- 26/07/2017 

AWARD 

By order No. L-1201 l/80/2008-IR(B-II) dated 05/02/2009, the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of Management of Central Bank of India in not regularizing Sri Nirhhai Kumar is 
fair and proper? What relief he is entitled to ? 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. But none appears on behalf of the sponsoring 
Union/workman. Management is present. Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have 
been resolved in the meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M fFFvft, 7 RyML 2017 
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[4. FFT-3601 l/7/2006-3Tlt3TR (4-II)] 
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New Delhi, the 7th December, 2017 

S.O. 2823. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 21/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of M/s. 
Western India Shipyard Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 07.12.2017. 

[No. L-36011/7/2006-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 
PRESENT : M.V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE NO.CGIT-2/21 of 2007 
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EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF 

M/S. WESTERN INDIA SHIPYARD LTD. 

The Managing Director, 

M/s. Western India Shipyard Ltd., 

Mormugao Harbour, 

Mormugao, 

Goa - 403 802. 

AND 

THEIR WORKMAN 

The General Secretary, 

Goa Trade & Commercial Workers Union, 

Velho’s Building, 2 nd Floor, 

Opp. Municipal Garden, Panaji, 

Goa-403 001. 

APPEARANCES: 

FOR THE EMPLOYER : Shri Subhas N. Kerkar, Advocate 

FOR THE WORKMAN : Shri Suhas Naik, Representative 

Camp Goa, dated the 12 th September, 2017 

AWARD 

1. This is reference made by the Central Government in exercise of powers under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 vide Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, New Delhi vide its order No. L-36011/7/2006 - IR (B-II) dated 05.06.2007. The terms of reference 
given in the schedule are as follows: 

“ Whether the action of the management of M/s. Western India Shipyard Ltd. Goa in dismissing Shri Rajendra 
Haldankar, Assistant AVD from employment w.e.f. 16.12.2005 is legal and justified?. If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, both the parties were served with the notices. They appeared through their 
respective representatives. 

3. Concerned workman has filed Statement of Claim vide Exhibit-7 contending therein that he was employed in 
western Shipyard Ltd. as a permanent workman. He has a clean and unblemished past service record. 

4. According to the concerned workman he has not committed an act of misconduct. The allegations made against 
him are totally false. He was undergoing medical treatment at ES I hospital Morgao for skin rash and the medical 
certificate along with the fitness certificate is submitted by him. But the management did not consider his reply and 
conducted enquiry against him by violating all the norms of Principles of Natural Justice and then deliberately 
terminated the services of wef 16/12/2005. The dismissal of his service wef from 16/12/2005 is illegal unjustified and 
bad in law. 

5. According to the concerned workman he has filed detailed reply to the Charge Sheet and denied each and every 
allegation. However the management did not consider his reply and proceeded to conduct the enquiry by appointing 
Mr. A.M. Gaikwad as Enquiry Officer. Enquiry conducted by Mr. Gaikwad was a farce and enquiry was conducted in 
haste without affording him reasonable opportunity to defend himself. The Enquiry Officer failed to explain the 
procedure of the enquiry to him. The Enquiry Officer did not allow him to get himself defended by the Defense 
Representative of his choice. The Enquiry Officer did not allow him to cross examine the management witness. He was 
forced to file the affidavit by way of Evidence. As such the enquiry conducted by Enquiry Officer was in total violation 
of Principles of Natural Justice without affording him a proper and a reasonable opportunity to defend himself. As such 
the enquiry is not fair and proper. 

6. It is also a case of concerned workman that the findings submitted by the Enquiry Officer (EO) are totally 
perverse. The findings are mechanically given in favour of the management which is prepared at the behest by the 
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management and under the influence of management. No charge as mentioned in Charge sheet dt. 13/6/2005 is proved 
against him. The workman submits that immediately after the dismissal letter he filed a Memo of Appeal before the 
Managing Director on 20/6/2006. However, said Memorandum of Appeal was not considered by the Managing 
Director. As such he raised an Industrial Dispute by letter dated 6/3/2006 before Assistant Labour Commissioner (C) 
Government of India, Vasco-da-Gama, Goa in the matter of illegal dismissal of services. However, the management 
failed to attend the conciliating proceedings held by the ALC Central. As matter could not be resolved despite various 
proposals by the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), the matter ended in failure of conciliation on 20/8/2006. 
Conciliation officer submitted the failure report and the Government of India have referred this dispute to this Tribunal. 

7. Second party employer resisted the claim by filing Written Statement Exhibit-13 contending therein that the 
concerned workman was issued Trainee appointment letter on 19/5/1997 mentioning therein that he has been selected 
as Trainee Purchase Assistant and he has joined the Company on 1/6/1997. Further company has issued probationary 
appointment letter dt 1/7/1998 to the concerned workman and was confirmed in the services of the company wef 
1/1/1999. 

8. It is also a case of the second party that in 2001, company has issued show cause notice dt 16/4/2001 to the 
concerned workman on the complaint received by the HOD of his department vide his letter dated 14/4/2001 for being 
absent on duty on 7/4/2001 and 14/4/2001 without prior sanction from the HOD (Head of Department). Company has 
issued a warning letter dated 18/4/2001 informing concerned workman that the reply submitted by him is not 
satisfactory and warned him to refrain from such misconduct in future, failing which management shall be constrained 
to take serious action including termination of his services. 

9. Again company has issued notice to the concerned workman vide letter dated 31/8/2001 for the act of 
misconduct and warned him to refrain from such misconduct in future. In 2004 also company had again issued a show- 
cause notice dated 4/5/2004 to the concerned workman for remaining absent on 3/5/2004 & 4/5/2004 without 
information and prior permission of the company. Again company issued a show-cause notice vide dated 15/11/2004 
for remaining absent on 8/11/2004, 10/11/2004 and 15/11/2004 without prior sanctioning of leave or any intimation to 
the concerned authority. In 2005 again company has issued show-cause notice dated 24/4/2005 to the concerned 
workman for leaving the place of work without permission/information. Company has issued show-cause notice dated 
9/5/2005 to concerned workman for reporting late, leaving early and remaining absent, on the respective dates 
mentioned in the letter. Lastly company has issued show-cause notice vide letter dated 6/6/2005 to the concerned 
workman for reporting to the work under the influence of alcoholic drink and leaving the place of work without proper 
permission and official intimation to the concerned officer of the company on 3/6/2005. The letter was issued to the 
concerned workman on 9/5/2005 informing him that company has decided to hold an enquiry into the charges leveled 
against him as per the clause 28(26) of the Standing order of the company. It was informed to him that Mr. Gaikwad 
has appointed as Enquiry Officer and Mr. RakeshBharty has been appointed as Presenting Officer to conduct enquiry. 

10. Company has issued Charge sheet vide letter dt 13/6/2005 under clause 28(05), 28(09), 28(26) and 28(51) of the 
Standing order of the company for drunkenness/riotous/disorderly/indecent behavior within the precincts of the 
Company for reporting to work under the influence of alcoholic drink, remaining absent from the duty without 
authorized leave or official intimation, and for the act subversive of discipline. The concerned workman was also 
informed to bring his witnesses, documentary evidence in his defense. 

11. According to the second party employer the concerned workman has admitted his guilt on his own free will and 
asked for apology. During the enquiry proceedings both the parties were heard and allowed to examine and cross 
examine the witnesses of either parties. Both the parties had presented their submission before the said enquiry 
proceedings and enquiry officer has delivered his findings dated 17/10/2005. The concerned workman has fully 
participated in the inquiry. As such the enquiry proceedings held against the concerned workman is fair and proper by 
following the Principles of Natural Justice. The concerned workman was allowed to be represented by person of his 
choice including any co-worker. According to the second party employer having regard to the gravity of misconduct 
found proved against the workman and considering the past record of the workman and to enforce discipline as per the 
Standing orders in force service of the concerned workman were dispensed wef 16/12/2005. The charges proved 
against the workman are such grave and severe, that the action of the management of dismissal is proper and 
proportionate to the misconducts. Second party has sought the dismissal of the Reference. 

12. Concerned workman filed rejoinder Exhibit-15 and reiterated that he never reported the work under influence of 
alcohol. No Charge sheet issued against him. It is submitted that the enquiry was conducted in gross violation of 
Principles of Natural Justice without giving any opportunity to defend him. He is therefore asking for reinstatement 
with full back wages, continuity in service and all other consequential benefits. 
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13. Following issues are framed at Ex.16. I produce the issues along with my findings thereon for the reasons to 
follow: 


Sr. No. 

Issues 

Findings 

1 . 

Is enquiry fair and proper? 

Yes 

2. 

Is finding perverse? 

No 

3. 

Is punishment proportionate to the charges proved? 

Yes 

4. 

What Order? 

As per final order 


REASONS 


ISSUE NO. 1&2:- 

14. It can be seen from the document at Sr No. 1 below list Exhibit-20(Exhibit-33) that the concerned workman was 
appointed as Trainee Purchase Assistant and subsequently he was confirmed in the services of the company wef 
1/1/1999. We have documents to show that Show-cause notice was issued to him for remaining absent from duty 
without prior sanction of HOD. As a matter of fact warning letter was issued dated 18/4/2001 whereby he was warned 
to refrain from such misconduct in future, failing which the management shall be constrained to take serious action 
including termination of his services. Again Show-cause notice was issued to him vide Exhibit-35 asking him the 
explanation about the act of misconduct while on duty. And again vide Exhibit-36 he was again issued a letter for his 
absence on duty without prior permission and without information wef 3/5/2004. Exhibit-37 is a letter issued to the 
concerned workman for his absence on duty without prior sanctioning of leave or any intimation to the concerned 
authority on 8/11/2004, 10/11/2004 and 15/11/2004. Exhibit-38 is again a letter issued to him for his act of misconduct 
of leaving the place of work without permission. Exhibit-39 is also a letter issued to him for his misconduct of 
reporting late and leaving early and remaining absent on duty. From this documentary evidence it can be seen that even 
the past record the concerned workman was not unblemished and at times, notices and warnings were issued to him for 
the alleged misconduct as are mentioned in these letters. 

15. Even then according to the concerned workman he had worked with the company with unblemished past service 
record. This sort of the evidence workman does not appear to be acceptable, in view of documents refer to above 
showing that off and on the notices and Show cause notices were served on him for his alleged misconduct. 

16. Again it is a matter of record that the concerned workman was issued letter informing that in respect of his 
alleged misconduct inquiry will be conducted for which the Enquiry Officer and Presenting Officer were appointed. 
Even the date of inquiry was communicated to him, by informing him that the enquiry into the charge-sheet issued to 
him dated 9/5/2005 will be conducted on 25/6/2005 at 10.00 am in the Personnel Department, WISL, Mormugao 
Harbour, Goa and he was also informed to bring his witnesses, documentary evidence etc. in his defence. 

17. On-going through the enquiry proceedings it appear that the Charge sheet was issued to him under clause 28(26) 
for his absence from work during working hours without any information or permission from superiors. This Charge- 
sheet at Exhibit-41 specifically mentions that Mr. M Gaikwad was appointed as Enquiry Officer and Mr. Rakesh 
Bhartiya has been appointed as Presenting Officer and then he was informed that during the course of inquiry will be 
given full opportunity to defend his case and shall be allowed to defend him by any of his co-worker. 

18. As per Exhibit-42 the alleged misconduct refers to clause 28(5) with allegation of Drunkenness or riotous or 
disorderly or indecent behavior. It also refers to clause 28(9) for alleged possession or use of alcoholic drink. It also 
refers to clause 28(26) in respect of his absence from work during working hours without any permission of superiors. 
It also refers to Clause 28(51) in respect of any act of subversive of discipline. The concerned workman in his evidence 
has admitted that the enquiry was conducted in the premises of company within two months and he attended the 
enquiry proceedings. He even admits that he has not raised any objection in writing regarding the appointment of 
Mr. Gaikwad as Enquiry Officer. As per his own admission he gave letter dated 24/6/2005 praying for apology and also 
to take lenient view. He also admits that in the past he received warning letters and he replied the same. As per his own 
admission he was absent on duty on 14/4/2001 and explanation given by him to the effect that he presumed that on that 
day it was holiday. Even he admits that company has issued letter 31/8/2001 complaining about his outrageous 
behavior during duty hours. As per his own admission he has filed affidavit by way of evidence in enquiry proceeding. 
In view of all these admissions it can be gathered that the concerned workman was given opportunity to defend himself. 
He has attended the enquiry proceedings. He has filed his affidavit by way of evidence. And then he was also present 
during inquiry proceedings. He admitted the guilt and prayed for apology. Once it has come on record that he was 
admitted the guilt and prayed for apology now it does not lie in the mouth of workman that the enquiry was not fair and 
proper and no opportunity was given to him to defend himself. On the contrary when he admits that he has filed 
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affidavit, he attended the proceedings and signed on enquiry proceedings on the respective dates, then his evidence to 
the effect that the enquiry was farce and he was not given opportunity to defend himself and enquiry was conducted in 
haste without affording him opportunity to defend himself is nothing but a lame excuse on his part which is not 
acceptable. 

19. On the contrary witness of the second party employer has proved not only that the past record of workman was 
unblemished but his evidence is sufficient to come to the conclusion that that the enquiry was conducted in accordance 
with the Principles of Natural Justice. The management witnesses were cross examined at length and the concerned 
workman has also given his evidence in the inquiry and he was allowed to represent by the person of his own choice. It 
was simply suggested to him in his cross examination that no charge of whatsoever of nature has been proved against 
the concerned workman. But then the fact remains that his evidence remained unshaken. 

20. Even ongoing though the report of the Enquiry Officer. It can be seen that his findings are based on evidence; it 
appears that he has explained the procedure of enquiry to the concerned workman. Evidence of the concerned workman 
was also recorded the documents are being taken into consideration and then the signatures of the workman were also 
obtained on the enquiry proceedings. As such the inquiry report clearly goes to show that the enquiry was conducted by 
following the Principles of Natural Justice. It also appears that whenever the representative of the union was not present 
the matter was adjourned and notices were issued in order to give the opportunity to the workman to defend himself. 
From the enquiry proceedings it can be gathered that the enquiry was conducted in fair and proper manner and as such 
the findings of Enquiry Officer are based on evidence. Issues nos. 1 and 2 are therefore answered accordingly in the 
affirmative. 

Issue No. 3:- 

21. In respect of this issue, it can be said that the concerned workman was found drunk on duty. He was allegedly 
found smelling of alcohol and then refused to go for medical checkup. Besides that there were allegations against him 
in respect of absenteeism, indiscipline etc. considering that the charges leveled against him are proved which are of 
serious nature. The punishment of dismissal is imposed which cannot be said to disproportionate to the alleged 
misconduct. There are no mitigating circumstances on record to prove the innocence of concerned workman and 
therefore I find that the punishment imposed upon him is proportionate to the alleged misconduct and to the charges 
leveled against him. This issue is answered in affirmative. 

Issue No. 4:- 

22. In view of my findings the above issues, this Reference is liable to be rejected. 

23. Thus the order:- 

ORDER 

Reference is rejected with no order as to costs. 

Date: 12/09/2017 
Camp: Goa 

M. V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 

M #4#, 7 RtHHT 2017 
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New Delhi, the 7th December, 2017 

S.O. 2824. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 257/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Corporation Bank and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 07.12.2017. 

[No. L-12011/16/2008-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No.l: Room No. 38-A (GF) KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, SHAHDRA, DELHI- 32 

ID No. 257/2011 


Shri Jitender Kumar, 

S/o Shri Raghubir Singh, 

Peon, through General Secretary, 

Delhi Labour Union, 

Aggarwal Bhawan, G.T.Road, 

Tis Hazari Delhi - 110054 .. .Workmen 

Vs. 

The Management of Corporation Bank, 

Through Zonal Manager, 

16/10, Main Arya Samaj Road, 

Karol Bagh, New Delhi - 110005 .. .Management 

AWARD 

1. This award shall dispose of a reference received from Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of 
India, vide order No.L-12011/16/2008-IR (B-II) dated 26.02.2014 under clause (d) of sub-Section (1) and (2A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, (in short, the Act), for adjudication of an industrial dispute between the 
parties, terms of which are as under : 

“Whether the action of the management of Corporation Batik, New Delhi, in terminating the services of Shri 
Jitender Kumar, Son of Shri Raghubir Singh, Peon w.e.f. 06.02.2006 is just, fair and legal? If not, what relief 
the workman is entitled to?’’ 

2. Brief facts giving rise to the present case are that the workman Jitender Kumar, (in short, the Claimant) joined 
employment of the management on 10.9.2013 as a Peon. He was lastly posted at Nangloi Jat Branch and was drawing 
salary of Rs.5,764/- per month. He has been in continuous service of the management since the date of his illegal 
termination on 06.2.2006. The claimant has unblemished and uninterrupted record of service. 

2. It is the case of the claimant that he was refused to do duties after 06.02.2006 on the allegations of theft. 
Thereafter in the month of February, 2006, he was issued a letter dated 16.2.2006 containing false allegations that he 
has removed Rs.33,000/- from the bank’s strong room. This allegation was only leveled with a view to terminate the 
service of the claimant malafidely. The action of the management in termination of the service has been alleged to be 
totally illegal and unjust as no domestic enquiry was conducted against him and the management wanted to get rid of 
the claimant. 

3. The claim was contested by the management, who filed written statement thereto wherein certain preliminary 
objections were taken. However, in Para 4 of the objections, it is admitted that claimant was engaged as temporary staff 
at Nangloi Jat Branch of the respondent Bank w.e.f. 17.4.2005 and had worked intermittently till 6.2.2006. He was 
engaged for a limited period on temporary vacancy caused by absence of permanent staff at Nangloi Jat Branch. He 
was also paid daily wages for the number of days he has worked. It has been alleged that on 06.02.2006, he left the 
service on his own since Rs.33,000/- lying in the cash box, which he was taking out of the strong room to the Cashier’s 
cabin, were found missing. On being enquired, the claimant admitted his guilt before the management. He also 
requested the management not to hand over his case to the police and volunteered to quit the job with immediate effect. 
On merits, most of other averments have been denied by the management. It has also been denied that claimant was 
getting salary of Rs.5,764/- per month. It is also denied that he was in the continuous service of the bank and has 
unblemished record of service. 

4. The claimant also filed rejoinder to the written statement and reasserted the stand taken in the statement of claim 
and denied the allegations made in the written statement. 

5. It is apparent from the record of this case that initially reference was received by CGIT Court No.2 and parties 
filed their pleadings before the said court. The record shows that no specific issue was framed by Ld. Presiding Officer 
of the said court. Thereafter, this case was transferred to CGIT Court No.l vide order No.Z-22019/6/2007-IR C-II, 
dated 30.03.2010, Government of India. 

6. The claimant, in order to prove the cause against the management, examined himself as WW-1 and tendered in 
evidence his affidavit Ex.WW-l/A along with documents Ex.WW-1/1 to WW-1/21. 
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7. The management in order to rebut the case of the claimant, examined Shri V.K. Gupta, as MW-1, whose 
affidavit is Ex.MWl/A. He has also tendered in evidence certain documents. 

8. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, Ld A/R for the claimant and Ms.Rama Arora, Ld. A/R for the management. 

9. Now, the issue for determination before this Tribunal is whether the termination of claimant is just and fair. In 
this regard, it is appropriate to refer to the pleadings of the parties as well as evidence adduced by the parties in support 
of their stand taken in their respective pleadings. The case of the claimant as set forth in the statement of claim as well 
as in his affidavit is that he was engaged as Peon on 10.09.2003 by the management. As per the pleadings, he served 
uninterruptedly till 06.02.2006. The engagement of claimant as a Peon has not been denied by the management in the 
written statement. In this regard, it is appropriate to refer to Para 4 of the written statement wherein it is mentioned that 
claimant was engaged as temporary sub-staff at Nangloi Jat Branch of the Bank w.e.f. 17.06.2005. Further, it is 
admitted case of the parties that service of the claimant was terminated on account of alleged theft committed by the 
claimant as a result of which claimant is alleged to have confessed his guilt and thus quit the service on 06.02.2006. 

10. Ld. A/R for the claimant argued that in the present case, claimant has never admitted his guilt nor any show 
cause notice was served upon him nor domestic enquiry was conducted against the claimant before his termination. Ld. 
A/R for the claimant urged that there is total violation of Section 25F of the Act. Reliance wad placed upon certain 
rulings to show that conducting of inquiry is mandatory under the law against the workman who has completed 240 
days preceding his termination. Ld. A/R for the workman further urged that even otherwise violation of provisions of 
Section 25F of the Act render to action to the management against the violation under the law. On the other hand, Ld. 
A/R for the management urged that claimant has admitted his guilt before the management as such there was no 
necessity to conduct inquiry against the workman. Moreover, the workman was not regularly performing his duty and 
in view of the confessional statement made by the workman Ex.WWl/Ml, there was no need of any inquiry against a 
casual workman who has virtually quit his job in view of the confession made by the claimant. 

11. After hearing Ld. A/R for both the parties and perusal of the entire record, I am of the opinion that there is 
considerable force in the submission made on behalf of the claimant. 

12. Though the management in para 4 of the written statement averred that claimant was engaged as temporary sub 
staff at Nangloi Branch of the bank w.e.f. 17.06.2005 and worked intermittently till 06.02.2006 yet MW1 Shri V.K. 
Gupta, in the first line of his cross examination, admitted that claimant was engaged on 10.09.2003 as a Peon. He has 
also stated that his presence was marked in the attendance register of the bank and the said register is in the custody of 
the bank. He admitted that he has not seen the attendance register relating to the claimant herein. He further admitted 
that attendance register is authenticated record to show the attendance of an employee on a particular day and time. He 
admitted that he can produce the said register before this court. However, the record shows that several opportunities 
were granted and the said register was not produced by MW-1. He has further stated that attendance register for the 
financial year 2005-06 is not available. He has not read the bipartite settlement between the employee and the 
management. He has admitted that job of the Peon is perennial in nature. This witness has not stated anything regarding 
the theft committed by the claimant as he was posted in the concerned branch of the bank on 16.2.2006 whereas the 
service of the claimant has been terminated on 06.02.2006. Therefore, the statement of this witness regarding theft or 
confession etc. is not of any value. He has fairly conceded that workman was not issued any notice nor notice pay nor 
service compensation before his termination. He has clarified that he was a temporary employee and he himself has 
resigned. 

13. During the course of arguments, it was admitted fairly by both the parties that claimant was a daily wager or a 
temporary employee within the definition of ‘Workman’ as defined under section 2(s) of the Act. 

14. The Hon’ble Apex Court in case of Devinder Singh Vs. Municipal Council, Sanaur, AIR 2011 S.C. 2532, 
while dealing with the definition of ‘workman’ has held as under : 

“The source of employment, the method of recruitment, the terms and conditions of 
employment/contract of service, the quantum of wages/pay and the mode of payment are not at all 
relevant for deciding whether or not a person is a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the 
Act. 

The definition of workman also does not make any distinction between full time and part time employee 
or a person appointed on contract basis. There is nothing in the plain language of Section 2(s) from 
which it can be inferred that only a person employed on regular basis or a person employed for doing 
whole time job is a workman and the one employed on temporary, part time or contract basis on fixed 
wages or as a casual employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a workman.” 

15. The claimant has clearly stated in his statement that he was continuously working since the time of his 
engagement on 10.09.2003 till his termination on 06.02.2006. This fact has duly been admitted by MW-1 
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Shri V.K. Gupta. In such circumstances, it is clear that claimant has also completed requisite period of 240 days so as 
to claim his benefit of provisions of Section 25F of the Act. 

16. The main contention of the management is to the effect that claimant has committed theft of Rs.33,000/- and 
later on, made a confessional statement before the manager also. The attention of the court was invited to document 
Ex.WWl/Ml which is alleged to be written by claimant Jitender Kumar to the then Manager of the bank. A bare 
perusal of the above letter would show that claimant is voluntarily seeking retirement from the job and it is further 
mentioned that he is not doing so under any kind of pressure. Below the letter Ex.WWl/Ml it is mentioned as under : 

“Mujh se galti ho gyi hai iss liye mai naukri chhod raha hu. Mujhe aur naukri kahin mil gyi hai.” 

17. Above the aforesaid statement, there is also signature of one witness, who admittedly has not been examined by 
the management. To my mind, it was incumbent upon the management in order to prove the so called confessional 
statement, to examine the Manager to whom claimant has addressed this letter Ex.WWl/Ml. The examination of this 
witness, is also mandatory, who was also allegedly present at the time of making said statement. 

18. The aforesaid confessional statement as relied upon by the management Ex.WWl/Ml is not of any help to the 
management as it appears to be an act of manipulation for the reason that show cause notice regarding the above fact 
was served upon the claimant on 16.2.2006 after tendering of his alleged resignation on 06.02.2006 whereas it is clear 
from the record that claimant has already resigned or terminated from his service on 06.02.2006. If the claimant has 
voluntarily tendered his resignation on 06.02.2006 as per the stand taken by the management, in that eventuality, there 
was no need to serve show cause notice dated 16.2.2006 Ex.WWl/10 upon the claimant by the Chief Manager. The 
Chief Manager has sought explanation within seven days of receipt of the letter as to why the action should not be 
taken against him, failing which it will be construed that he has no explanation to submit to the management. Ld. A/R 
for the management could not explain about the issuance of show cause notice Ex.WWl/10 on 16.2.2006 to the 
claimant, who as per the case of management, has already voluntarily resigned from the job on 06.02.2006. This clearly 
shows that the confessional statement regarding admission of theft, Ex.WWl/Ml is an act of manipulation or the same 
appears to have been obtained from the claimant in a clandestine manner. The claimant has also served notice upon the 
management vide Ex.WWl/11 wherein he admitted that he is not being allowed to join his duty with the management 
as he has not committed any offence. It is also clear from the salary receipt vouchers Ex.WWl/12 to Ex.WWl/18 that 
claimant has worked with the management during the year 2005. The management has not filed the extracts of the 
attendance register for the remaining period despite an opportunity was given to the management to file the entire 
record of attendance as well as salary. In such circumstances, the court is bound to draw an adverse inference against 
the management for withholding the documents intentionally as production of the same would have gone against the 
management. It is thus held that claimant was in continuous service of the management w.e.f. 10.9.2003 till his 
termination i.e. 06.02.2006. 

19. Admittedly, in the present case no domestic inquiry was conducted against the claimant, no retrenchment 
compensation or one month notice in terms of Section 25 F of the Act was given to the claimant. It is well settled 
preposition of law that violation of Section 25 F of the Act would render action of the management to be illegal as well 
as unjustified under the law. 

20. In view of the aforesaid discussion, it is held that termination of the service of the claimant by the management 
is totally illegal and against the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act. 

21. Now the residual question before this court is whether the claimant is liable to be reinstated in service with 
consequential benefits. Admittedly, clamant is not serving with the management after his termination on 06.02.2006 
and more than the period of 11 years has elapsed since the date of his termination. It has been held by Hon’ble Apex 
Court in number of cases that if the termination of workman is illegal, rule of reinstatement with back wages would 
follow. However, in recent past, there is a change in this trend and now in most of the cases, view has been taken that 
reinstatement with back wages is not automatic even though the termination of the workman is in contravention of the 
prescribed proceedings. It would depend upon the facts and circumstances of each case whether reasonable 
compensation instead of reinstatement is to be paid. 

22. The Hon’be Apex Court in several cases while dealing with the question of reinstatement where termination of 
job of a workman has been held to be illegal and void under the law articulated the view that normally a workman is 
entitled to be reinstated in service with back wages when the action of the management is totally against the provisions 
of Section 25-F of the Act as well as principles of natural justice. This view was reiterated in Deepali Gundu Survase 
Vs. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya (2013 AIR SCW 5330). However, in the recent past, there is a change in 
this trend and now in several cases, a view has been taken that relief by way of reinstatement alongwith back wages is 
not automatic as it would depend upon the given facts of fact situation of the case. There are number of factors which 
are to be kept in mind by the court while considering the question of reinstatement with back wages or payment of 
reasonable compensation in lieu of reinstatement. A perusal of the various authorities would show that the relevant 
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factors to be considered are nature of the post, mode of recruitment, duration of engagement, delay in raising industrial 
dispute as well as the time which has elapsed from the time of termination. In this regard specific mention can be made 
to the case of Hari Nandan Prasad and Another vs. Employer I/R to Management of Food Corporation of India & 
Anr. (2014) 7 Supreme Court Cases 190. Bearing the aforesaid factors in mind and having regard to the fact situation 
of the case in hand, the period of more than 11 years has elapsed since the termination of the workmen who was not 
holding any permanent post, as such an amount of Rs. 1,00,000/- (Rs.One Lac) as compensation appears to be just and 
reasonable to which the claimant is entitled from the management. The action of management in termination of service 
of the claimant is held to be unjust, unfair and not legal under the law and claimant is held entitled to compensation of 
Rs.1,00,000/- (Rs. One Lac) payable by the management. 

23. As a sequel to the above, it is held hat claimant is entitled for compensation of Rs.1,00,000/- (Rs.One Lac). In 
case this amount is not paid within one month of publication of Award, in that eventuality claimant shall be entitled for 
9% per annum interest from the date of publication of Award. Let a copy of this Award be sent for publication as 
required under Section 17 of the Act. 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

M 7 fepR, 2017 

cfiT.3IT. 2825.—3jklP|ch fsRK srfsrfwr, 1947 (1947 ^BT 14) WT 17 ^B 3^*RU| t}' TRPBR; f^PRIT % 
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W3TT ani 


[TT. t^- 39025/01/2010-3T^3TR; (sft-II)] 
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New Delhi, the 7th December, 2017 

S.O. 2825. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 09/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Vijaya Bank 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 07.12.2017. 

[No. L-39025/01/2010-IR (B-II)] 


RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

BANGALORE 

DATED : 17 th November, 2017 

PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 09/2016 


I Party 

Sh. Vasanth Kumar, 

S/o D. Yamunappa, 

MIG 1, No. 427, Ilnd Main, 

5 th Cross, Kuvempu Nagar, 

Bellary. 

(Represented by Mr. B. M. Madhava) 


II Party 

The Deputy Manager & 
Disciplinary Authority, 
Vijaya Bank, Head Office, 
Bangalore 


AWARD 


1. Brief details mentioned in the claim statement are as follows:- 

The I Party has served as a Clerk at Vijaya Bank, Thoranagal Branch. A charge sheet bearing 
No. PER/IRD/HBL/VIG/CS/10/2015 dated 24.01.2015 has been issued for certain alleged misconduct. Based on the 
biased findings the Disciplinary Authority has imposed a punishment of Dismissal on 25.01.2016. Since, the 





[TFT II-Wr? 3(ii) ] 


^TRcT TF TDFI5T : 16, 2017/3TOFFFF 25, 1939 


9385 


conciliation failed, a Certificate has been issued under sub-section (2) and (3) of section 2A of the Industrial Disputes 
(Amendment) Act -2010. The I Party has been suspended from Vijaya Bank, as per the order bearing No. PER: 
IRD:HBL:404:2014 dated 20.02.201. The II Party has issued a charge sheet bearing No. PER/IRD/HBL/VIG/ CS/10/2015 
dated 24.01.2015 against the I Party with some allegation of misconducts, after a gap of about 11 months of suspension. 
The II Party, basing on the biased findings, imposed a punishment of Dismissal on 25.01.2016. Further, the appeal 
preferred by the I Party on 12.02.2016, copy enclosed as Annexure-5, has been disposed of, after a gap of 
8 months, The delay in issuing the charge sheet, delay in conducting the enquiry, delay in disposing of the appeal etc., 
have been nothing but an effort by the II Party to deny the justice. Further, in spite of the objections made by the Defence 
representative, neither the staff members nor the customers, who have given the statements, have appeared as management 
witness to confirm their statements. In view of the same, the above statements lost its evidentiary value and hence liable 
to be rejected. Therefore, it is illegal to put an allegation against the I Party in respect of misuse of passwords of the 
Branch Manager/Asst. Branch Manager. Therefore, the I Party prays this Court to pass an award in favour of I Party by 
holding that, the II Party/Management is not justified in imposing a capital punishment of Dismissal against the I Party 
and to direct the II Party to reinstate the I Party with all the back wages. 

2. The pertinent point that arises for consideration in the present matter is:- 

“Whether the I Party is entitled to get relief as prayed for in the Claim Statement for the reasons and grounds 

stated in the Claim Statement. 

3. Analysis, Discussion Findings with regard to the above mentioned point : - 

The I Party has specifically stated in the Claim Statement as well as in the evidence that, the premature closure of all 
the six term deposits mentioned in the charge sheet have been closed by Sri. Manjunatha N Officer and authorized by 
the Branch Manager Sri Aravind N Vaidya as per the evidence produced in the enquiry. Further, the issuing the 
INSTA cards to the customers are the duties of the officers/manager. The said cards has been always in the custody of 
the key holders and I Party has no access to the same. Further, the I Party has stated that, the authorization of manager 
is required to convert an inoperative savings bank account into operative and I Party has to carry out only the 
instructions of the branch manager or his superiors and I Party has no role except to do the clerical work as per the 
instructions of his superiors. Further, the I Party has stated that, the enquiry officer has made biased findings against 
him, and the Disciplinary Authority has imposed a punishment of Dismissal on 25.01.2016 and the Appellant Authority 
has not taken any decision in the matter even after 8 months after filing the appeal. Further, as per Ex W-l, the 
Learned Regional Labour Commissioner (Central) Bellary has issued certificate to the effect that, the matter is not 
settled in the conciliation and Ex W-2, is the Suspension Order issued to the I Party by the II Party, Ex W-3 is the 
charge sheet issued to I Party, Ex W-4 is the proceedings of the Disciplinary Authority and Ex W-5 is the appeal filed 
by the I Party before the Appellate Authority. 

4. The II Party has not appeared before this Court, to establish that, the proceedings of the Disciplinary Authority 
has been passed by the II Party as per the principles of natural justice and the allegations made as against the I Party has 
been proved as per the principles of preponderance of probability. Further, the I Party as clearly pointed out in the 
claim statement as well as in the evidence before this Court that, he has not committed any mistake as alleged by the II 
Party and II Party has adopted the unfair labour practice and victimized the I Party without any valid reasons. 

5. On a careful perusal of entire materials on record it is seen that, the I Party has established the various details 
mentioned in the claim statement by way of producing relevant records and evidence. On the other hand, II Party has 
miserably failed to establish that, the I Party has committed the mistake as alleged in the charge sheet. In fact, after the 
receipt of the RPAD notices the II Party remained absent. Further, the I Party has established that, he is entitled to get 
relief as prayed for in the claim statement. On a careful scrutiny of entire materials it is found that, I Party has 
established grounds and reasons, to get relief, as prayed for in the claim statement and the II Party has not disproved the 
same in any manner. Accordingly, the I Party is entitled to get relief as prayed for in the claim statement, without cost 
for the above mentioned facts and circumstances. Accordingly, the following award is passed. 

AWARD 

The II Party is not justified in Dismissing the service of I party/Vasanth Kumar w.e.f 25.01.2016 and II Party is 
directed to reinstate the I Party with continuity of service, and with payment of full back wages and other consequential 
benefits from the date of dismissal, namely, 25.01.2016 till providing employment as per the service records 
maintained by the II Party and award is passed accordingly, without cost for the above mentioned peculiar facts and 
circumstances. 

(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on 17 th November, 2017) 


V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer 
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List of Witness on the side of I Party: 


WW 1 


Sh. Vasanth Kumar, I Party/workman 


Exhibit marked on behalf of I Party: 


Exhibits 

Date 

Description of Document 

Ex W-l 

20.10.2016 

Certificate issued by RLC (C) Bellary 

Ex W-2 

20.02.2014 

Suspension Order issued to I Party 

Ex W-3 

24.01.2015 

Charge sheet issued to I Party 

Ex W-4 

25.01.2016 

Proceedings of the Disciplinary Authority 

Ex W-5 

12.02.2016 

Appeal filed before the Appellate Authority by 
the I Party 


M 12 PtWl, 2017 
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New Delhi, the 12th December, 2017 

S.O. 2826. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 01/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the M/s. 
Richardson & Cruddas (1972) Ltd., Chennai & others and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21.08.2017. 


[No. L-42012/220/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 10th day of July, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 01/2016 


Between: 

Sri B. Sathyanarayana, 

H. No.5-3, Tellapur Village, 

R.C. Puram Mandal, Medak District, 

Telengana - 502110 .. .Petitioner 

AND 

I. M/s. Richardson & Cruddas (1972) Ltd., 

69-D, SIDCO Industrial Estate, Ambattur, 

Chennai - 600 098. 
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Chief Executive, Department of Atomic Energy, Hyderabad and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 06.12.2017. 

[No. L-42012/207/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 9th day of November, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 98/2015 

Between: 

Sri M. Narsingh Rao, 

S/o M. Pochaiah, 

R/o 3-5-24/49/A, Rajeev Nagar, 

Meerpet, Hyderabad - 500076 .. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief Executive, 

Nuclear Fuel Complex, 

Department of Atomic Energy, 

Hyderabad - 500 062 .. .Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Representative 

For the Respondent : Representative 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-42012/207/2015-IR(DU) dated 7.12.2015 
referred the following dispute between the management of Nuclear Fuel Complex and their workman under section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Nuclear Fuel Complex, Hyderabad by terminating the services of 
the workman Sh. M. Narsingh Rao, S/o Late M. Pochaiah, is illegal, arbitrary and violation of the Section 25F 
of the ID Act, 1947? If yes, to what relief the workman are entitled to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 98/2015 and notices were issued to the parties concerned. 

2. The case was posted for filing of claim statement by the Petitioner. But, no representation was made on behalf 
of the workman. Non-appearance of the Petitioner clearly indicates that perhaps the Petitioner has settled the dispute 
with the Respondent and there is no claim to raise. Hence, there is no need to linger the case to any other date. In the 
circumstances stated above, the case of the Petitioner is closed as against the present Respondent and ‘No dispute’ 
award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 9 th day of 
November, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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M t^#, 12 PpHMt, 2017 

cF4.3TT. 2828.—3lk)Pl4> f4414 3#PW, 1947 (1947 44 14) 44 4171 17 ^4 34J07H 4 337447 3p4 

44444(1, 47443 374f fspTPT, ek/NK 477 34^4 4>44l(l ^ 444747 ^ 7347* Ph4M44 3317 44^4 4,44)10 4/ #4, 33344 4' 
3ik)Pi4) f44T4 4 ^4#q 717447 sMfw srfeiRi 44 44 ^pw, I«mk ^ 4 rr (tM 733473 96/2015) 44 
y4)if4ici 41T# i, 4f ^4r 337447 44 06.12.2017 44 w 134 411 

[4. 475 - 42012 / 205 / 2015-334347 (44j)] 

ti 44 4mt, 44 Pn^i4) 


New Delhi, the 12th December, 2017 

S.O. 2828. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 96/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Chief Executive, Department of Atomic Energy, Hyderabad and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 06.12.2017. 


[No. L-42012/205/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 9th day of November, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 96/2015 


Between: 

Sri G. Mohan, 

S/o Chandu, 

R/o 1-10-1/71/25, 

Krishna Reddy Nagar Colony, 

Kushaiguda, Keesara, 

Hyderabad - 500076 .. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief Executive, 

Nuclear Fuel Complex, 

Department of Atomic Energy, 

Hyderabad - 500 062 .. .Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Representative 

For the Respondent : Representative 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-42012/205/2015-IR(DU) dated 7.12.2015 
referred the following dispute between the management of Nuclear Fuel Complex and their workman under section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Nuclear Fuel Complex, Hyderabad by terminating the services of 
the workman Sh. G. Mohan S/o Chandu, is illegal, arbitrary and violation of the Section 25F of the ID Act, 
1947? If yes, to what relief the workman are entitled to?” 


The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 96/2015 and notices were issued to the parties concerned. 








9390 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II— SEC. 3(H)] 


2. The case was posted for filing of claim statement by the Petitioner. But, no representation was made on behalf 
of the workman. Non-appearance of the Petitioner clearly indicates that perhaps the Petitioner has settled the dispute 
with the Respondent and there is no claim to raise. Hence, there is no need to linger the case to any other date. In the 
circumstances stated above, the case of the Petitioner is closed as against the present Respondent and ‘No dispute’ 
award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 9 th day of 
November, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M fe#, 12 RtHHL 2017 

WT.3TT. 2829.—sfteftfTRF srfsrfwi, 1947 (1947 PH 14) PTO 17 ^ 3FJWI 3 TTORH TJTOf 

<hl4cbl0, WTDJ fWT, rklMK Tcf 4>4xJk] wqpq PT RPRS PHdMcbT 3TP ppfepf PT #Ef, SFJPP 4' 

3tWlPl<h fpPK 4 TOR 3tWlPl<h srfpppnr TTcf 9pq rklMK ^ PPTC (tM TRsTF 101/2015) P/T 

y+lRld PTOTt t, # TOR PH 06.12.2017 PH WP I3P 2TTI 


Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 
NIL 


[TT. T7Pr-42012/210/2015-apf3TR (4pj)] 


New Delhi, the 12th December, 2017 

S.O. 2829. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 101/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Chief Executive, Department of Atomic Energy, Hyderabad and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 06.12.2017. 


[No. L-42012/210/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 9th day of November, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 101/2015 


Between: 

Sri C. Mallikarjuna, 

S/o Balaiah, 

R/o 30-48/1, Old Safilguda, 

Ramakrishna Puram, Malkajgiri, 

Hyderabad - 500076 .. .Petitioner 


AND 
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cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Chief Executive, Department of Atomic Energy, Hyderabad and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 06.12.2017. 


[No. L-42012/209/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 9th day of November, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 100/2015 


Between: 

Smt. G. Rukmini, 

W/o G. Sukkaiah, 

R/o 18-1-1020, Ambedkar Nagar, 

Uppal Mandal, 

Hyderabad - 500076 .. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief Executive, 

Nuclear Fuel Complex, 

Department of Atomic Energy, 

Hyderabad - 500 062 .. .Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : M/s. G. Ravi Mohan & Vikas Sharma, Advocates 

For the Respondent : Representative 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-42012/209/2015-IR(DU) dated 7.12.2015 
referred the following dispute between the management of Nuclear Fuel Complex and their workman under section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Nuclear Fuel Complex, Hyderabad by terminating the services of 
the workman Smt. Rukmini, W/o G. Sukkaiah, is illegal, arbitrary and violation of the Section 25F of the ID 
Act, 1947? If yes, to what relief the workman are entitled to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 100/2015 and notices were issued to the parties 
concerned. 

2. The case was posted for filing of claim statement by the Petitioner. But, no representation was made on behalf 
of the workman. Non-appearance of the Petitioner clearly indicates that perhaps the Petitioner has settled the dispute 
with the Respondent and there is no claim to raise. Hence, there is no need to linger the case to any other date. In the 
circumstances stated above, the case of the Petitioner is closed as against the present Respondent and ‘No dispute’ 
award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 9 th day of 
November, 2017. 


MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 
NIL 


Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 
NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 


Documents marked for the Respondent 

NIL 


M 12 Rihml 2017 

WT.3TT. 2831.—3lk)Pl4> fTOR 3rf¥wT, 1947 (1947 TO 14) 44 TOT 17 ^ 3TgTOT 4 TOfa TOTO7 TJTO 

to4to(I, wtf3 to4 skiNK to 4>44id ^ to'tot ^ tots: Ph4m to 334 to 4 444011 4/ #4, srgro 4' 

3lk)Pl4) fTOK 4 TO5fa TOTOT 3lk)Pl4> 3lf4TOTO TO TO TOI4M4, k/NK ^ TOTS (TO4 Ml 103/2015) TO 
WfTOT TO) I, 4t TO3fa TOTOT TO 06.12.2017 TO TOT f31T TO 

[4. ^-42012/212/2015-3143^ (44j)] 
31% 4mt, TO fTOTO 


New Delhi, the 12th December, 2017 

S.O. 2831. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 103/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Chief Executive, Department of Atomic Energy, Hyderabad and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 06.12.2017. 


[No. L-42012/212/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 9th day of November, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 103/2015 


Between: 

Smt. Prameela 
W/o Mallesh, 

R/o 3-27, Yamnvempet, 

Ghatkesar, Ranga Reddy District, 

Hyderabad - 500037 .. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief Executive, 

Nuclear Fuel Complex, 

Department of Atomic Energy, 


Hyderabad - 500 062 


...Respondent 

Appearances : 



For the Petitioner : 

M/s. G. Ravi Mohan & Vikas Sharma, Advocates 


For the Respondent : 

Representative 









9394 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II— SEC. 3(H)] 


AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-42012/212/2015-IR(DU) dated 7.12.2015 
referred the following dispute between the management of Nuclear Fuel Complex and their workman under section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Nuclear Fuel Complex, Hyderabad by terminating the services of 
the workman Smt. Prameela, W/o Mallesh, is illegal, arbitrary and violation of the Section 25F of the ID Act, 
1947? If yes, to what relief the workman are entitled to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 103/2015 and notices were issued to the parties 
concerned. 

2. The case was posted for filing of claim statement by the Petitioner. But, no representation was made on behalf 
of the workman. Non-appearance of the Petitioner clearly indicates that perhaps the Petitioner has settled the dispute 
with the Respondent and there is no claim to raise. Hence, there is no need to linger the case to any other date. In the 
circumstances stated above, the case of the Petitioner is closed as against the present Respondent and ‘No dispute’ 
award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 9 th day of 
November, 2017. 


MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 


Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 


Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 


NIL 


NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M 12 RtHHL 2017 

WT.3TT. 2832.— sftsftfw IrRTR RfirfWT, 1947 (1947 RJ1 14) Rtt RRT 17 ^ RHlRui if RRRR 

RR1WRF, 3RJRRFT TTcf fiRRRT RRR1, RR1, RR RTR RrNr) Rt RRRR5T Rt RRg Pd4M<*>7 3TR RRRi RRfRRT Rt 

3RJRR R sMfjRF fRRK R RRRR 3tWlPl<h srfRRRR Ref 9R ^TIRIRIR, |<RNK ^ RRIR (tM WH 

17/2014) RR RRRfRR RRRt t, Rt RRRR RTt 06.12.2017 RR WR f3R RT| 

[R. RR-4201 l/107/2013-3Rf3TR (RRJ)] 
R% RP/ft, RR iRRRTR' 


New Delhi, the 12th December, 2017 

S.O. 2832. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 17/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
General Manager, Research & Development Division, BHEL, Hyderabad and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central Government on 06.12.2017. 


[No. L-42011/107/2013-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 
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M fe#, 12 pRHHt, 2017 

^T.3TT. 2833.— sftsftfw fRRlR srfsrfwi, 1947 (1947 RR 14) r4 «JRT 17 ^ 4 TRR1R 

chl4chl(l, WINJ RRlf fRRFT, §«M|< RR R>4 rI<1 ^ ^ 4rR 5 PHRMRd 3TR 4,4^10 ^ #4, SFJsfa 4' 

sMfw fRRTR 4 trr/r sMfw srfRRRur rr RR rrucr, ^ 4ru (4r4 tr^it 95 / 2015 ) rr 

RRRfW RR# t, 4l TRRtR RR 06.12.2017 RTt RTRT ]T3ff «TTI 

[4. RRT-42012/204/2015-anf3TR (44j)] 

tt 44 4mt, rr Ph^iri 


New Delhi, the 12th December, 2017 

S.O. 2833. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 95/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Chief Executive, Department of Atomic Energy, Hyderabad and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 06.12.2017. 


[No. L-42012/204/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 8th day of November, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 95/2015 


Between: 

Smt. Sampoorna, 

W/o Mooses, 

R/o 6-24/11, Subhash Nagar, Mallapur, 

Nacharam, Uppal Mandal, 

Hyderabad - 500076 .. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief Executive, 

Nuclear Fuel Complex, 

Department of Atomic Energy, 


Hyderabad - 500 062 


...Respondent 

Appearances : 



For the Petitioner : 

M/s. G. Ravi Mohan & Vikas Sharma, Advocates 


For the Respondent : 

Representative 



AWARD 



The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-42012/204/2015-IR(DU), dated 7.12.2015 
referred the following dispute between the management of Nuclear Fuel Complex and their workman under section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Nuclear Fuel Complex, Hyderabad by terminating the services of 
the workman Smt. Sampoorna W/o Mooses, is illegal, arbitrary and violation of the Section 25F of the ID Act, 
1947? If yes, to what relief the workman are entitled to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 95/2015 and notices were issued to the parties concerned. 
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2. The case was posted for filing of claim statement by the Petitioner. But, no representation was made on behalf 
of the workman. Non-appearance of the Petitioner clearly indicates that perhaps the Petitioner has settled the dispute 
with the Respondent and there is no claim to raise. Hence, there is no need to linger the case to any other date. In the 
circumstances stated above, the case of the Petitioner is closed as against the present Respondent and ‘No dispute’ 
award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 8 th day of 
November, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

NIL 

M 12 RtHML 2017 

WT.3TT. 2834.—3iklPl<h fRRK 3#lfWT, 1947 (1947 RR 14) «TTTT 17 ^ 3RTRRR R ^#4 3RR7R 

RRTTRRRL TflSJt fSfZR frrfOT R/RfftRET 3TTR ffeRT tklMK RR R^RF 4,4 x||< 1 W4RR ^F 3TR5 RdNchT sffc 

RE^F <=b4<=bKY El #E, 3Rpm R 3tk)PlE fEEIR E ^#4 EEFR sMfERl 3rffe[RRUt Ref RR ^TEME, T! 

EETF (rR4 TRsET 67/2015) R7t ERnfRTE REcft t, Wf ^[e ERETR EE 30.11.2017 EE RTRT |[3Tt ET| 

[R. RRT-16011/01/2015-3TH;3TR (ERJ)] 

TT% RM, EE fT&RF 


Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 
NIL 


New Delhi, the 12th December, 2017 

S.O. 2834. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 67/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
General Manager, Security Printing & Minting Corp. of India Ltd., Hyderabad and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 30.11.2017. 

[No. L-16011/01/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 10th day of November, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 67/2015 


Between: 

Sri Mohd. Abdul Wahid, 

Vice President, 

Security Printing Press Employees Union, 

Mint Compound, Saifabad, 

Hyderabad - 500 004 .. .Petitioner Union 


AND 








9398 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II— SEC. 3(H)] 


The General Manager, 

Security Printing & Minting Corp. of India Ltd., 

Mint Compound, Saifabad, 

Hyderabad - 500 004 .. .Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : None 

For the Respondent : Sri P. Bhakthavatsal, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-16011/ 01/2015-IR(DU), dated 21.8.2015 
referred the following dispute between the management of Security Printing & Minting Corp. of India Ltd., and their 
workmen under section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Security Printing & Minting Corp. of India Ltd., Mint Compound, 
Saifabad, Hyderabad in withdrawing customary benefit of OT allowance in respect of Shri Md. Abdul Wahid 
during the pendency of conciliation proceedings before the conciliation officer and ALC(C)-I, Hyderabad is 
justified? If not, the workmen is entitled to what relief?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 67/2015 and notices were issued to the parties concerned. 

2. The case was posted for filing of claim statement of the Petitioner union. But, no representation was made on 
behalf of the workman or of the union. Non-appearance of the Petitioner clearly indicates that perhaps the Petitioner 
union has settled the dispute with the Respondent and there is no claim to raise. Hence, there is no need to linger the 
case to any other date. In the circumstances stated above, the case of the Petitioner union is closed as against the 
present Respondent and ‘No dispute’ award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 10 th day of 
October, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 


M fFF#, 12 RtHML 2017 

cFF.3F. 2835.—3jklPl4> fFFIF 3TMFFF, 1947 (1947 FF 14) FT) FTF 17 3^1 F ^#4 FTFFT ^FTf 

FFFITfF (FFFTF) FFFF afp SR? FF FFF F^FlO FT FFFFF FT « PhFMfT 3Tk FFF FFfFFF Ft #F, 
SFpra 3 3klp|+ fFFTF 4 ^F#4 FTFFT 3tWlPlF srfFFFF FF FF -FIFIdF, sklMK Ft FFT3 (#4 F4g4T 

70/2015) Ft) FFtTfFF FFcft t, ^#4 F4FFT FF 30.11.2017 FF WF f3F FTI 

[F. FFT-42012/131/2015-anf3TR (FFJ)] 
F% FM, FF fFFFTFt 


Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 
NIL 


New Delhi, the 12th December, 2017 

S.O. 2835. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 70/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
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Management of M/s. Munimohan Enterprises, Nellore and others and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 30.11.2017. 


[No. L-42012/131/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 10th day of November, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 70/2015 


Between: 

Sri Mudda Subramanyam, 

No.7-05, Palavellivari Veedhi, 

Sullurupeta, SPSR, Nellore - 524121 ...Petitioner Union 

AND 

1. M/s. Munimohan Enterprises, 

No.7/447, Netaji Street, Raghavaiahpet, 

Sullurupeta, SPSR, 

Nellore-524121. 

2. M/s. Premier Explosives Ltd., 

SDSC SHAR, Sriharikota, SPSR, 

Nellore-524124. 

3. The Controller, 

SDSC, SHAR, Sriharikota, SPSR 

Nellore - 524124 .. .Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : None 

For the Respondent : None 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-42012/131/2015-IR(DU), dated 2.9.2015 
referred the following dispute between the management of M/s. Munimohan Enterprises and their workmen under 
section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. MM Enterprises Sub-Contractor of M/s Premier Explosives 
Limited, Contractors of SDSC, SHAR, Sriharikota in terminating the services of Shri M.Subramanyam is legal 
and justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 70/2015 and notices were issued to the parties concerned. 

2. The case was posted for filing of claim statement by the Petitioner. But, no representation was made on behalf 
of the workman. Non-appearance of the Petitioner clearly indicates that perhaps the Petitioner has settled the dispute 
with the Respondent and the Petitioner has no claim to raise. Hence, there is no need to linger the case to any other 
date. In the circumstances stated above, the case of the Petitioner is closed as against the present Respondent and ‘No 
dispute’ award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 10 th day of 
October, 2017. 


MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 
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Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 
NIL 


[R. 13^-4201 l/58/2015-3Tr^3TR (RRJ)] 


TUTsI RM, RR fRRRTR/ 


New Delhi, the 12th December, 2017 

S.O. 2836. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 48/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of Natioanal Highway Authority of India and others and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 30.11.2017. 


[No. L-42011/58/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 10th day of November, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 48/2015 


Between: 

The General Secretary, 

Sheelanagar NHAI Port Road Toll 

Plaza Contractor Workmen’s Union., (Affiliated to CITU) 

Sheelanagar, Visakhapatnam - 530040 .. .Petitioner Union 

AND 

1. The Project Director, 

National Highway Authority of India, 

Hanumanthawaka, 

Visakhapatnam - 530 040. 

2. The Proprietor, 

M/s. MD. Usman, Contractor, 

Sheela Nagar Port Roal Toll Plaza, 

Port Road, Sheelanagar, 

Visakhapatnam - 530 040. 

3. Sri C.P. Rama Rao, 

Contractor, Sheelanagar Port Road Toll Plaza, 
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(Contractor of NHAI) Port Road, 
Sheelanagar, Visakhapatnam - 530 040 


...Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : 

For the Respondent : 

Party in person 

None 

AWARD 



The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-4201 l/58/2015-IR(DU) dated 18.6.2015 
referred the following dispute between the management of National Highway Authority of India and their workmen 
under section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. MD. Usman, contractor of National Highway Authority of 
India, Visakhapatnam engaged in Sheela Nagar Port Road Toll Plaza of National Highway Authority of India, 
Visakhapatnam in terminating the services of S/Shri P. Sekhar and 12 other contract workers (As per list 
enclosed) is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workmen are entitled?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 48/2015 and notices were issued to the parties concerned. 

2. The case was posted for filing of claim statement of the Petitioner union. In spite of availing several 
opportunities, the Petitioner union remained absent. Further, the Petitioner has failed to furnish the correct address of 
the Respondent and there was no representation on behalf of the Petitioner union. In the circumstances stated above, 
the case of the Petitioner union is dismissed as against the present Respondent. 

Nil Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 10 th day of 
October, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

# fR#, 12 Runt, 2017 
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Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 
NIL 


[4. 4)4-42012/11/2010-3#347 (RR)] 
tRR ##, 44 PH#|cb 


New Delhi, the 12th December, 2017 

S.O. 2837. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 38/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of MCD, Delhi and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 14.11.2017. 

[No. L-42012/11/2010-IR (DU)] 

RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No.l: ROOM No.38-A (GF) KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, SHAHDRA, DELHI- 32 

ID NO. 38/2012 


Shri Satender & 5 others, Nala Beldar, 
who were working in (Drainage Department) 

M.C.D.and lastly posted at Ward No.l 14, 

Division M-3, West Zone, Rajouri Garden, 

Vishal Enclave,New Delhi, 

Through Municipal Employees’ Union, 

Agarwal Bhawan G.T.Road, 

Tis Hazari, Delhi - 110054 .. .Workmen 

Vs. 

The Management of Municipal Corporation of Delhi, 
through its’ Commissioner, Town Hall, Chandni Chowk, 

Delhi-110006 .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

1. This is a reference received from the Ministry of Labour, Govt, of India, under clause (d) of sub-section (1) 
and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Tribunal Act, 1947, ( in short, the Act) vide Order bearing No. 
L-42012/11/2010-IR (DU) dated 10.2.2012 for adjudication of an industrial dispute between the parties, terms of which 
are as under : 


‘Whether the action of the management of Municipal Corporation of Delhi (MCD), New Delhi in 
terminating the sendees of S/Sh. Satender , Mahadev, Yogesh, Sandeep, Han’eer and Babu Lai, all Nala 
Beldars, Drainage Department, MCD, is just and legal? What relief these workmen are entitled to?’’ 

2. After receipt of the above reference, both the parties were put to notice and workmen herein filed statement of 
claim giving particulars of their employment which is as under: 


Sl.No. 

Name & father’s name 

Date of 
appointment 

Date of termination 

place of posting 

1 . 

Shri Satender s/o 

Sh. Bansi Mai 

14.07.2005 

15.08.2008 

Ward No. 114, Division M-3, 
West Zone, Rajouri Garden, 
Vishal Enclave, New Delhi. 

2. 

Sh. Mahadev s/o 

Sh. Ram Avtar Verma 

01.07.2004 

15.08.2008 

Ward No. 114, Division M-3, 
West Zone, Rajouri Garden, 
Vishal Enclave, New Delhi. 

3. 

Sh. Yogesh son of 

Sh. Ganga Saran 

01.07.2004 

15.08.2008 

Ward No. 114, Division M-3, 
West Zone, Rajouri Garden, 
Vishal Enclave, New Delhi. 

4. 

Sh.Sandeep son of 

Shri Inderaj 

September, 2005 

15.08.2008 

Ward No. 114, Division M-3, 
West Zone, Rajouri Garden, 
Vishal Enclave, New Delhi. 

5. 

Sh.Harveer Singh son 
of Sh. Bal Kishan 

26.03.2004 

15.08.2008 

Ward No. 114, Division M-3, 
West Zone, Rajouri Garden, 
Vishal Enclave, New Delhi. 

6. 

Sh.Babu Lai son of 

Sh. Piyare Lai 

01.07.2004 

15.08.2008 

Ward No. 114, Division M-3, 
West Zone, Rajouri Garden, 
Vishal Enclave, New Delhi. 


3. It is also alleged in the statement of claim that workmen were performing their duties as “nala beldars’ and they 
were being treated as daily rated/casual/muster roll workers and were being paid wages as fixed and revised from time 
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to time under the Minimum Wages Act. However, their counterparts doing the identical work were being paid proper 
salary as well as allowances and they were also getting other facilities like uniform, EL, CL, Gazetted/Festival/ 
Restricted holidays, which were completely denied to the workmen herein. 

4. It is also alleged by the workmen that with the passage of time, their services should have been regularized but 
management instead of this, terminated their services w.e.f. 15.08.2008 by way of refusal of duties without assigning 
any reason. This action of the management has been challenged by the workmen as the same is illegal and against the 
principles of natural justice. It is also alleged that non-regularization of services and denial of wages at par with their 
counterparts is also in violation of the principle of equal pay for equal work etc. The workmen have completed 240 
days in a calendar year and they were liable to be regularized like their counterparts. The workmen herein served a 
demand notice on the management vide letter dated 23.02.2009 but no reply was received thereto. 

5. The claim of the workmen was resisted by the management by filing written statement and various preliminary 
objections have been taken like espousal and non-service of demand notice and reference having been made without 
application of mind as well as reference being non maintainable because of delay etc. It has also been alleged that 
present dispute is not an industrial dispute in view of the judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court in case of State of 
Karnataka Vs. Uma Devi and Ajay Kumar vs. M.C.D. The management denied most of the averments made in the 
statement of claim. However, it is admitted that workmen were temporarily engaged on the muster roll for cleaning the 
storm water drain for 89 days only as regular staff was not sufficient to cope with the work. Their engagement was for 
a short period subject to requirement from time to time. 

6. Vide order dated June 8, 2012, my Id. predecessor observed that from the pleadings of the parties it came out 
that no issue other than those referred by the appropriate Government for adjudication is made out. Thereafter evidence 
of the claimant was recorded. 

7. The workmen in order to prove the cause against the management, examined six witnesses in all. WW-1 is 
Shri Satender, who tendered in evidence his affidavit Ex.WW-l/A alongwith documents Ex.WW-1/1 to WW-1/17. 
WW-2 is Shri Mahavir, whose affidavit is Ex.WW-2/A. He has also tendered in evidence documents Ex.WW-1/1 to 
WW-1/17. Shri Harveer has been examined as WW-3, whose affidavit is Ex.WW-3/A, who has also tendered in 
evidence similar documents. Shri Babu Lai has been examined as WW-4 whose affidavit is Ex.WW4/A. Shri Yogesh 
has been examined as WW-5, whose affidavit is Ex.WW5/A and Shri Sandeep has been examined as WW-6, whose 
affidavit is Ex.WW-6/A. All these witnesses have relied upon the similar documents Ex.WWl/1 to WW1/17. 

8. The management in order to rebut the case of workmen examined Shri Ajay Joshi as MW-1 and his affidavit is 
Ex.MW-l/A. He has also tendered in evidence certain documents. 

9. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, Id. A/R for the workmen and Shri Rajeev Bhardwaj, Id. A/R for the 
management and have also carefully perused the entire record. 

10. It was strongly urged on behalf of the workmen that all the workmen herein fall within the definition of 
‘workman’ as defined in Section 2(s) of the Act and they have completed more than 240 days in a calendar year before 
the date of their termination. The attention of the court was invited to oral as well as documentary evidence so as to 
show that management has not followed any procedure while terminating the service of the workmen. No show cause 
notice was issued to the workmen nor one month salary in lieu of such notice was offered or given to the workmen. 

11. It was also urged that the work of nala beldar is not temporary or seasonal work as their duty is of permanent in 
nature. There is always shortage of such workers before the Corporation and they are being engaged to cope up with 
the work. 

12. Lastly, Ld. A/R for the workmen proceeded to argue that since the termination of the service of the workmen 
herein is totally illegal and in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act as such workmen are entitled to be 
reinstated in service with full back wages including all consequential benefits. 

13. It was urged on behalf of the management that workmen were performing the work of nala beldar and they were 
casually and temporarily engaged for the said work on muster roll for cleaning the stormed water from the drainage 
from time to time and their engagement was hardly for 89 days and not regular in nature. Ld. A/R for both the parties 
placed reliance upon certain rulings in respect of the stand taken in their respective pleadings. However, I would refer 
the said rulings at a later stage. 

12. It is clear from the matrix of the case that workmen herein were engaged by the management as daily 
wager/casual workers for cleaning of the drainage. It has also been admitted in Para 4 of the preliminary objections of 
Written Statement that such workers were not entitled for holidays and other benefits etc. 

13. During the course of arguments, it was not even denied by A/R for the management that even daily rated or 
muster roll workers for the purpose of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 are ‘workmen’ within the definition of section 2(s) 
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of the Act. In this regard, reference would be made to the case of Devender Singh Vs. MC Sanaur, AIR 2011 SCC 
2532, wherein while examining the ambit and scope of expression ‘workman’ as used in section 2(s) of the Act, it was 
observed, as under: 

‘The source of employment, the method of recruitment, the terms and conditions of employment/contract of 
service, the quantum of wages/pay and the mode of payment are not at all relevant for deciding whether or not 
a person is a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Act. 

The definition of workman also does not make any distinction between full time and part time employee or a 
person appointed on contract basis. There is nothing in the plain language of Section 2(s ) from which it can be 
inferred that only a person employed on regular basis or a person employed for doing whole time job is a 
workman and the one employed on temporary, part time or contract basis on fixed wages or as a casual 
employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a workman. 

14. The other submission raised on behalf of the management that MCD does not fall within the definition of 
‘Industry’ is without any merit and the same is liable to be rejected for the reason that there are hundreds of cases 
where industrial dispute against the MCD has been raised by the workers working in such MCDs and in none of cases 
there is even remotely observation to the effect that office of MCD does not fall within the definition of ‘industry’ as 
defined under section 2(j) of the Act. The nine Judges Bench of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Bangalore 
Water Supply & Sewage Board vs. A Rajappan & Ors, 1978(36) FLR 266 (SC), have been pleased to consider the 
scope of the expression ‘industry’ as defined in section 2(j) of the Act. After taking the entire spectrum of the case law 
on the subject, the Hon’ble Supreme Court has amplified the scope of the expression industry as defined in the Act and 
even of hospital, school, educational institutions, MCDs etc has been held to be an industry as defined in section 2(j) of 
the Act. 

15. Now, the main issue before this Tribunal is whether the workmen herein were engaged for seasonal or 
temporary work by the management for cleaning of the drainage during rainy season. There is no clear evidence on the 
record to show that and rather the evidence adduced by the workmen is very conclusive that they have been doing the 
work of nala beldar. In this regard, it is necessary to refer to the statement of WW1, WW2, WW-3, WW-4, WW-5 and 
WW-6. Perusal of their statement shows that they joined the employment with the management on 26.3.2004 and their 
service was terminated on 15.8.2008 and they were not allowed to perform the duties by the management. All the 
workmen have specifically made reference to a vital fact that they are performing the work of regular nature and even 
regular employees are performing similar job. The workmen have been subjected to lengthy cross-examination but 
there is hardly anything in their cross-examination so as to help the stand of the management. No doubt, some of the 
workmen have admitted that their salary was to be paid for the actual working days and they were told that their job 
was casual or temporary in nature. However, from the ratio of law enunciated in Devender Singh’s case (Supra), it is 
clear that all such casual workers fall within the definition of ‘workman’ as defined in Section 25(s) of the Act. 

16. The evidence adduced by the management do not suggest in any manner that workmen were not engaged in the 
year 2004 or were not performing the job of regular nature. The workmen have also filed copy of the muster roll which 
contained their names as well as parentage as is clear from Ex.WWl/1, WW-2/1, WW3/1, WW4/1, WW5/1 and 
WW6/1. These documents further show that the workmen were in the employment of the management. They have also 
stated having worked for more than 240 days in a calendar year since workmen herein were engaged as casual/ muster 
roll workers as is clear from the stand taken by the management in the written statement as such it was also incumbent 
upon the management to have filed the complete records pertaining to their employment and particularly the attendance 
roll/register so as to show that workmen have worked for less than 240 days in a calendar year. 

17. Shri Ajay Joshi, MW-1 has admitted that attendance of the workmen herein were recorded on muster rolls and 
he had brought some of the muster rolls which were traceable in the office. He further admitted that workman Satender 
worked from 26.6.2007 to 25.7.2007, Mahadev, Yogesh, Sandeep, Harvir Singh and Babu Lai also worked for 26 days 
and thereafter, Satender also worked from 26.7.2007 to 25.8.2007. He stated that he has not brought muster rolls for the 
period 26.11.2007 to 14.12.2007 as the same were not traceable. But merely stating that these documents were not 
traceable does not absolve the management from its obligation. 

18. During the course of arguments, Ld. A/R for the workmen also urged that in order to compute 240 days in a 
calendar year, number of gazetted holidays, national holidays as well as Sundays in a year, are to be included. In this 
regard, reliance was placed on cases Indian Council of Agriculture Research & Anr vs. Shri Faiyaz; 
MANU/DE/1935/2013; WP(C)13021-22/2006; as well as American Express International Banking Corpn. Vs. 
Management of American Express International Banking Corpn.; MANU/SC/0237/1985; (1985) 4 SCC 71 wherein 
it has been held that while computing 240 days for the purpose of Section 25-B of the Act paid holidays including 
Sundays etc. are to be included in the list of 240 days. 

19. No doubt, the initial onus is always upon the workman to prove that he has worked for 240 days in a calendar 
year and in the case of casual or muster roll workman such a burden would normally be discharged when the workman 
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has entered into the witness box and categorically deposed that he has worked for 240 days in a calendar year with the 
management. This plea has been taken in Director, Fisheries Terminal Division vs. Bhikubhai Meghajibai Chavda, 
MANU/SC/1810/2009 ; (2010) ILLJ3SC; as well as A.I.M.S. New Delhi vs. Uddal & Ors. MANU/DE/1005/2014; 
2014 (142) DRJ 569. In the above two cases, it was observed by the court that normally in a case of daily wagers there 
is no issuance of letter of appointment and all the material documents, i.e. attendance register, muster roll, salary slips 
etc. are in the possession of the management. It is expected from the management to produce all the documents so as to 
appreciate the evidence on record in proper perspective. 

20. I am not at all in agreement with the submission raised by the management that workmen herein are seasonal 
workers for a specific period as such they are covered by the definition of retrenchment as given in Section 2(oo). I fail 
to understand how the work of nala beldar can be seasonal in nature as regular employees are facing difficulty to cope 
with the work in as much as extra labour is being engaged on daily wages or muster roll basis, every year. The oral 
evidence on record adduced by the parties clearly shows that all the workmen herein were performing their duties as 
nala beldar since the time of their engagement with the management. The law is very clear that it is for the employer to 
prove that case of the workmen is not covered by the definition of retrenchment so as to attract the applicability of 
section 2(oo) (bb) of the Act. 

21. In Director, Fisheries Terminal Division vs. Bhikubhai Meghajibai Chavda, MANU/SC/1810/2009; (2010) 
1 SCC 47, similar contention was raised that workman was engaged for seasonal work for a temporary period, as such 
when the such project of work is over, they would stand retrenched automatically and provisions of section 25-F would 
have no applicability. This contention was rejected by Hon’ble Apex Court as there is no specific document or 
agreement on record to show that they were engaged for a specific period i.e. 89 days as is stand taken in written 
statement by the management. There is nothing in the statement of MW-1 Shri Ajay Joshi that work of nala beldar is 
purely of seasonal or temporary nature when management has engaged regular workman for the same, more so, when 
regular workmen are performing similar nature of work which the workmen herein are performing. 

22. The net result of the above discussion is that workmen herein are within the definition of ‘workman’ and they 
have completed 240 days in a calendar year preceding their termination. The management has admitted having not 
served them with show cause notice nor paid one month salary in lieu thereof to the workmen before ordering their 
termination. It is well settled position in law that in case service of workman is terminated without serving any notice in 
terms of section 25-F, non-payment of retrenchment compensation or one month salary in lieu of such notice, would be 
termed as totally illegal. 

23. Having said so, now, the other question is as to what relief the workmen are entitled. Since the termination of 
the job of the workmen herein is totally illegal and in violation of section 25-F of the Act, as such the workmen herein 
are liable to be reinstated in service with full back wages as there is no evidence on record to suggest that during the 
period of their termination, they were gainfully employed with any other management. 

24. Now the residual question before this court is whether the workmen are liable to be reinstated in service. 
Admittedly, the workmen are not serving with any other management after their termination since 15.8.2008 It has 
been held by Hon’ble Apex Court in number of cases that if the termination of workman is illegal, rule of reinstatement 
with back wages would follow. However, in the recent past, there is a change in this term and now in most of the cases, 
view has been taken that reinstatement with back wages is not automatic even though the termination of the workman 
is in contravention of the prescribed proceedings. It would depend upon the facts and circumstances of each case 
whether reasonable compensation instead of reinstatement is to be paid. 

25. While dealing with reinstatement, the court has to take in mind the nature of the post, duration of the 
engagement, nature of appointment, availability of the post, delay in raising industrial dispute and whether the 
appointment was in accordance with rules or not. The workmen herein were admittedly holding temporary posts of 
daily wager. They have worked with the management for less than three years. In such circumstances, this court is of 
the considered opinion that instead of full back wages, an amount of 50% back wages appears to be just and reasonable. 

26. Though it has been averred by the workmen in their affidavits as well as statement of claim that they are not 
gainfully employed with any other management yet this court has to keep in mind that they were not regular 
employees of the management nor they have vested right to continue in said employment. The ordinary principle of 
grant of reinstatement with full back wages, when the termination is found to be illegal is not applied mechanically in 
all cases. While that may be a position where services of a regular/permanent workman are terminated illegally and/or 
malafide and/or by way of victimization, unfair labour practice etc. However, when it comes to the case of termination 
of a daily wager worker and where the termination is found illegal because of procedural defect namely in violation of 
Section 25-F reinstatement with back wages is not to be automatic. Instead the workman would be given monetary 
compensation which will meet the ends of justice. Reasons for denying the relief of reinstatement in such cases are 
obvious. It is trite law that when the termination is found to be illegal because of non-payment of retrenchment 
compensation and notice pay as mandatorily required under Section 25-F even after reinstatement, it is always open to 
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the management to terminate the services of that employee by paying him the retrenchment compensation. Since such a 
workman was working on daily wage basis and even after he is reinstated, he has no right to seek regularization. 

27. In view of the legal position discussed above, this court is of the firm view that claimants are entitled to 50% of 
the back wages instead of full back wages as well as reinstatement with continuity of service as action of the 
management in the case on hand, is totally in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. Let a copy of this 
Award be sent for publication as required under Section 17 of the Act. 

Dated : 1.11.2017 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 12th December, 2017 

S.O. 2838. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 32/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of University of Delhi and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 14.11.2017. 

[No. L-42012/183/2013-IR (DU)] 

RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No. 1: ROOM No. 38-A (GF) KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, SHAHDRA, DELHI- 32 

ID NO. 32/2014 


Shri Balesh Chand Jain, 

S/o Shri Deep Chand Jain, (Retired), 

Lastly posted at University Press, Delhi, 

Through General Secretary, Delhi Labour Union, 

Aggarwal Bhawan, G.T.Road, 

Tis Hazari Delhi- 110054 ...Workmen 


Vs. 

The Management of University of Delhi, 
through its Registrar, Delhi University Campus, 

Delhi-110017 ... Management 

AWARD 

1. This award shall dispose of a reference received from Ministry of Labour and Employment vide order No. 
L-42012/183/2013-IR(DU) dated 26.02.2014 under clause (d) of sub-Section (1) and (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, (in short, the Act), for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as under : 

“Whether the action of the management of University of Delhi in not paying Shri Balesh Chand Jain his full 
salary till his actual date of discharge from duty i.e.04.04.2008 and deduction of Rs.50,967/- from gratuity as 
adjustment and not allowing him pension is legal and justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

2. It is the case of Balesh Chand Jain, (in short, the Claimant) that he was taken into the employment of the 
management w.e.f. 16.1.1975 as Compositor and his services were terminated by the management w.e.f. 25.01.1976 
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said notice. The claimant has also proved in evidence the pension bill Ex.WWl/3 as well as office order Ex.WWl/4. 
Both these documents have been admitted by MW-1 Ms.Madhu Bala Jain in her cross-examination. She has stated that 
Ex.WWl/4, WW1/6 and WW1/8 are issued by the management. Her deposition further shows that Shri Bhupender 
Prakash and Shri Sheesh Ram initially joined service in 1975 alongwith the claimant. She has also deposed regarding 
the termination of claimant alongwith other co-workers on 25.1.1976 and thereafter an Award was passed by the 
Labour Court on 23.1.1990 in favour of the claimant. She has made a vital admission that as per record, no notice had 
been issued to the claimant before deduction of Rs.50,967/- for excess payment. However, she has clarified that 
claimant was intimated regarding deduction vide letter dated 04.04.2008 Ex.MW 1 AVI. Said letter does not bear 
signature of the claimant and it is highly doubtful whether the said letter was served upon the claimant or not. She has 
made another admission that both Bhupender Parkash and Sheesh Ram were daily wagers working on temporary basis 
with the management and Sheesh Ram retired from service on 30.06.2007. She has claimed ignorance about the fact 
whether both these workers were being paid pension by the management, during the course of her cross examination, 
on being enquired about the fact whether pension was being paid to both these officials. She has made vital admission 
that claimant worked regularly with the management w.e.f. 30.09.2007 to 04.04.2009. 

11. Now, the vital question before this court is whether in the factual background of the circumstances discussed 
above, is it legally permissible for the management to make deduction of Rs.50,967/- from the gratuity amount of the 
claimant when he has regularly worked with the management from 30.9.2007 to 04.04.2009? 

12. During the course of arguments, attention of this Tribunal was also invited by Ld. A/R for the respective parties 
to Ex.MWl/Wl which reads as under : 

‘As per record your date of birth is 08.09.1947 and you were to retire on 30.09.2007 (A/N) but for mistake 
in the records you continued to work till date. You seize to work with immediate effect. Your account and 
other dues will be settled in due course of time as per the university rules. ’ 

13. The Claimant has also examined WW-2 Sh.Surinder Bhardwaj, who has tried to prove that claimant belonged 
to the union. He further deposed that claimant gave a written complaint to the union before raising the present dispute. 
He further admitted that service of the claimant was not regularized by management till date and the claimant has filed 
another industrial dispute for regularization of his services. 

14. In the present case, perusal of the documents Ex.WWl/6 and WW1/8 shows that Bhupender Parkash and Sheesh 
Ram both are being paid pension by the management as perusal of both these letters shows that arrears of pension have 
been paid to both these workmen from 1.10.2004 to 31.01.2005 and 1.07.2004 to 30.09.2004 respectively. 

15. Now, the question which arises for consideration is whether denial of pension to the claimant herein is legally 
justified when admittedly his colleagues/co-workers, namely, Bhupender Parkash and Sheesh Ram, who were also 
daily wagers have been granted pension, or whether the deduction of amount of Rs.50,967/- made by the management 
is legally justified when claimant has admittedly worked during the period 30.9.2007 to 04.04.2008. To my mind, it 
does not lie in the mouth of management to say that claimant is not entitled for full salary on account of the reason that 
his date of retirement was much earlier as his date of birth is actually 08.9.1947 instead of 08.9.1949 and in the 
ordinary course, he would have retired on 30.9.2007 particularly, when claimant has worked beyond 30.09.2007 till the 
date of his retirement 04.04.2008. All these facts were on record and seen and examined by the administration while 
claimant was in service. After the retirement, deduction of amount of Rs.50,967/- by the management from the gratuity 
etc. is neither legally permissible nor justified under the law. The A/R for the management could not file any authority 
so as to show that deduction of Rs.50,967/- from the gratuity of claimant is legally permissible when claimant has 
actually worked with the management. Similarly denial of pension to the claimant is also against the rule of law when 
his colleagues/co-workers have been granted pension by the management as is clear from Ex.WWl/6 and WWl/8.The 
law is fairly settled that all those persons or employees, who are similarly placed on equal posts are entitled to uniform 
term and there cannot be any discrimination against such employee in grant of pension and other benefits otherwise this 
may amount to violation of Article 14 of Constitution of India which prescribes equality of treatment to all those who 
are similarly placed. 

16. As a sequel to my above discussion, it is held that action of the management in not paying full salary to the 
claimant till his actual date 04.04.2008 and making deduction of Rs.50,967/- from his gratuity is legally unjustified and 
not permissible under the law. It is held that claimant is also entitled to pension like his other counterparts namely, Shri 
Bhupender Prakash and Sheesh Ram. Let a copy of this Award be sent for publication as required under section 17 of 
the Act. 

Dated : 1.11.2017 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 12th December, 2017 

S.O. 2839. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 31/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Superintendent Engineer, Coordination Circle (Elect.) CPWD, New Delhi and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 14.11.2017. 


[No. L-42011/160/2013-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No.l: ROOM No.38-A (GF) KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, SHAHDRA, DELHI- 32 

ID NO. 31/2014 


Shri Naresh Kumar, Beldar, 

S/o Shri Hukam Singh, 

As represented by 

All India Central PWD (MRM) Karamchari Shangathan (Regd), 

House No.4823, Gali No. 13, Balbir Nagar Extension, 

Shahdara, Delhi - 110032 .. .Workmen 

Vs. 

The Superintending Engineer, 

Coordination Circle (Electrical) CPWD, 

East Block, R.K. Puram, 

New Delhi .. .Respondent/Management 

AWARD 

1. In the present case, a reference was received from Ministry of Labour, Govt, of India, under Section (2A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Tribunal Act ( in short the Act) vided Order No. L-42011/160/2013-IR (DU) dated 
24.2.2014 for adjudication of an industrial dispute terms of which are as under : 

‘Whether regularization of services of the workman Sh.Naresh Kumar w.e.f.l 1.12.2006 instead of 1.1.93 
is legal? If not, what relief the workman concerned is entitled to?’ 

2. Both the parties were put to notice and it is stated in the statement of claim filed by Naresh Kumar (in short, the 
claimant), that he was appointed as Beldar on muster roll basis w.e.f. 12.12.85 through employment exchange after 
fulfilling all conditions of recruitment rules for the post of Beldar in CPWD. He has completed 240 days of each 
calendar year since the time of his initial appointment and his service was regularized by the management on 
11.12.2006 vide letter dated 11.7.2011. 

3. It is the case of claimant that services of the junior workmen were regularized w.e.f. 5.8.2002 as is clear from 
Annexure 2. The Hon’ble Supreme Court of India on 17.1.86 issued directions for regularization of all casual workmen 
of CPWD who had completed six months of regular service on muster roll basis. Thereafter, management framed a 
scheme for regularization of all daily rated workmen of CPWD and also created 8982 posts under different categories 
including Beldar after getting approval from Ministry of Finance. As per seniority list prepared by the management 
vide letter dated 9.4.2003, name of the claimant Naresh Kumar was mentioned at Serial No.33 and name of Ram 
Prasad, who is junior to him, is mentioned at SI.No. 157, whose services had been regularized on 5.8.2002 as is clear 








9410 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II— SEC. 3(H)] 


from Annexure 4. Claimant Naresh Kumar was granted temporary status w.e.f. 1.9.93 and ads per temporary status 
order issued by the department, 50% of the services of the workman is to be counted for the purpose of granting 
pensionery/terminal benefits. As a result of promotion of the junior workmen, they have become eligible for sitting in 
the trade test for the purpose of the purpose of promotions/grant of ACP benefits. Due to non-regularization of services 
of the claimant before his juniors, the whole service conditions of the workman will get affected and he will not be 
entitled for old pension benefits. This has been unfair labour practice by the management. The claim petition is 
supported by affidavit. 

4. The claim was contested by the management who filed W.S. thereto and took preliminary objections of 
maintainability and no cause of action. It is alleged on merits that services of Randhir Singh and Ram Prasad Tiwari 
have been regularized vide order dated 22.2.2001 in O.A.No.2569/99 passed by the Hon’ble CAT and Directorate 
General letter No.l9/150/99-EC-10 dated 8.7.2002. There is also reference of case State of Karnataka vs. Uma Devi, 
wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court has given directions for regularization of services of irregular workmen as one time 
measure and it was on the basis of above order of Hon’ble Apex Court w.e.f. 11.12.2006 that it has been decided to 
regularize the services of said workmen. Management has denied the other averments made in the statement of claim. 

5. The claimant filed rejoinder to the W.S. filed by management and reiterated the stand taken in the statement of 
claim. 

6. On the basis of these facts, this Tribunal vide order dated 08.6.2015 framed the following issues. 

(1) Whether regularization of services of the workman, Shri Naresh Kumar with effect from 11.12.2006 
instead of 01.01.1993 is legal. If not, what relief the workman is entitled to? 

(2) Whether the claim filed by the claimant is legally maintainable, as alleged? 

7. Both the parties adduced evidence in support of their stand taken in their respective pleadings. 

8. The claimant in order to prove the case against the management examined himself as WW1 and tendered in 
evidence his affidavit as Ex.WWl/A alongwith documents Ex.WWl/1 to WW1/6. The management in order to rebut 
the case of claimant examined Sudhir Kumar, Executive Engineer, as MW1 and his affidavit is Ex.MWl/A. 

Issue No.l: 

9. It is the case of claimant herein that he was appointed as Beldar on muster roll w.e.f. 12.12.85 in CPWD through 
employment exchange. This fact is also supported from the documents Ex.WWl/1 which clearly shows that claimant 
Naresh Kumar had joined the service as a Beldar with the management on 12.12.85. In para 9 of this document, there is 
mention of working days of muster roll for the year 1985 to 1990 of the claimant. The claimant has also filed the office 
order E.WW1/2 which shows that one Randhir Singh was also engaged as Beldar/muster roll/daily wager on 11.11.86 
and his service was regularized from 5.8.2002. Similarly Ram Prasad Tiwari was engaged on 10.1.91 as Beldar and his 
service was regularized on 5.8.2002. The claimant has also filed document Ex.WWl/3 dated 25.8.88 issued by the 
management in which there is reference to the Writ Petition - Surinder Singh Vs. State (PWD) which was decided by 
Hon’ble Apex Court on 17.1.1986. It is further clear from the perusal of this office letter that muster roll workers 
beldars who have put six years of regular service are to be regularized on or before 7.12.88. The management has also 
written to the subordinate officials to furnish service record of said beldar/muster roll workers. Since Hon’ble Apex 
Court gave directions in Surinder Singh’s case (Supra), 8982 posts in various categories of workcharged Establishment 
and regular classified establishment were created. There is list of various posts annexed with his letter. The claimant 
has also file list of posts of various categories including that of beldar with this letter. Later on, department had issued 
office order dated 26.4.2010 which deals with the abolition of the posts pertaining to workcharged establishment. 

10. It was strongly argued on behalf of workman hat when 8982 posts were created after taking necessary approval 
from the Central Government consequent to the case Surinder Singh Case (Supra) in that eventuality it was incumbent 
upon the management to have regularized the services of the claimant as per the said judgment. The claimant also made 
reference during the course of argument though office memorandum Ex.WWl/5 which deals with the grant of 
temporary status and regularization of casual workers, this letter clearly clarifies as per office memorandum 
No.51016/2/90-Estt.(C) dated 10.9.93 letter issued by the Directorate is applicable of the daily rated workers also. 
During the course of arguments, attention of this Tribunal was also invited to the workcharged establishment Manual 
2000 which contained complete guidelines for grant of temporary status of temporary labours/ beldars. This 
establishment manual clearly provides that temporary status would be conferred on all casual labourers who have 
completed continued service of at least one year and this confirmation would be without reference to regular group D 
posts. Admittedly, claimant herein was working in group D post. Clauses 8 of the said manual deals with procedure of 
filling of group D posts. Ex.WWl/6 is statement of claim filed before the ALC. 
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11. Now the vital question before this Tribunal is whether the claimant herein is entitled for regularization of his 
service w.e.f. 1.1.93 or from the date his junior wad promoted in stead of 11.12.2006. The only contention raised on 
behalf of management that service of workmen Randhir Singh and Ram Prasad was regularized in view of the order of 
Hon’ble CAT in OA No.96/99 and subsequent letter of Directorate General dated 8.7.00. It is further clear from the 
record that Randhir Singh Beldar was appointed on 11.11.86 whereas Ram Prasad was engaged on 10.10.91. Service of 
both these workers were regularized on 5.8.02. Admittedly, both these were junior to the claimants the claimant was 
engaged as muster roll beldar on 12.12.85. In such circumstances, the claimant herein was entitled for regularized much 
before his co-workers Randhir Singh and Ram Prasad. The claimant had made detailed statement in affidavit 
Ex.WWl/A in his regard and he has been subjected to cross examination wherein he has stated that he was regularized 
w.e.f. 11.12.2006. He has further clarified that he was not a party to a case filed by co workers Randhir Singh and Ram 
Prasad before Hon’ble CAT. 

12. Now, the other important question is whether the claimant herein can be denied the benefit of regularization of 
service solely for the reason that he was not a party to the Writ Petition filed by above two co-workers of the claimant 
herein. Sudhir Kumar Tiwari while appearing as MW1 has also stated in his affidavit Ex.MW 1/A that services of 
Randhir Singh and Ram Prasad were regularized vide order OA No.2569/99 of Hon'ble CAT, New Delhi and 
Directorate General letter dated 8.7.2002. He has admitted in his cross examination while appearing as MW1 that 
claimant herein was granted temporary status from 1.9.1993 whereas his service was regularized on 11.12.2006. 
Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Sate of U.P. Vs. Arvind Kumar Srivastava (2015) 1 SCC 347 while considering the 
question of grant of equal and similar benefits to similar set of employees who were not party, observed as under : 

“The moot question which requires determination is as to whether in the given case, approach of the Tribunal 
and the High Court was correct in extending the benefit of earlier judgment of the Tribunal, which had 
attained finality as it was affirmed till the Supreme Court. The legal principles that can be culled from the 
judgments, cited both by the appellants as well as the respondents, can be summed up as under: 

(1) Normal rule is that when a particular set of employees is given relief by the Court, all other identically 
situated persons need to be treated alike by extending that benefit. Not doing so would amount to 
discrimination and would be violative of Article 14 of the Constitution of India. This principle needs to be 
applied in service matters more emphatically as the service jurisprudence evolved by this Court from time to 
time postulates that all similarly situated persons should be treated similarly. Therefore, the normal rule would 
be that merely because other similarly situated persons did not approach the Court earlier, they are not to be 
treated differently. 

(2) However, this principle is subject to well recognized exceptions in the form of laches and delays as well as 
acquiescence. Those persons who did not challenge the wrongful action in their cases and acquiesced into the 
same and woke up after long delay only because of the reason that their counterparts who had approached the 
Court earlier in time succeeded in their efforts, then such employees cannot claim that the benefit of the 
judgment rendered in the case of similarly situated persons be extended to them. They would be treated as 
fence-sitters and laches and delays, and/or the acquiescence, would be a valid ground to dismiss their claim. 

(3) However, this exception may not apply in those cases where the judgment pronounced by the Court was 
judgment in rem with intention to give benefit to all similarly situated persons, whether they approached the 
Court or not. With such a pronouncement the obligation is cast upon the authorities to itself extend the benefit 
thereof to all similarly situated person. Such a situation can occur when the subject matter of the decision 
touches upon the policy matters, like scheme of regularization and the like (see K.C. Sharma & Qrs. v. Union 
of India (supra). On the other hand, if the judgment of the Court was in personam holding that benefit of the 
said judgment shall accrue to the parties before the Court and such an intention is stated expressly in the 
judgment or it can be impliedly found out from the tenor and language of the judgment, those who want to get 
the benefit of the said judgment extended to them shall have to satisfy that their petition does not suffer from 
either laches and delays or acquiescence.” 

13. It is thus clear from the ratio of the above judgment that when the Hon’ble court has decided the question of law 
regarding upscaling of seniority etc and when the particular set of employees is given a relief by the court all other 
similar set of employees are to be treated alike by extending said benefits. Otherwise it will be non qua discrimination 
and the said action would be in violation of Article 14 of Constitution of India. Therefore, denial of benefit of seniority 
to the claimant from the date since when he is to be promoted would be against the rule of law. Accordingly, it is held 
that claimant herein is entitled for regularization of service from 1.1.93 when he became legible for regularization. 

14. The contention of the management that in view of judgment of the Hon’ble Apex Court in State of Karnataka 
Vs. Uma Wati, relief could not have been granted to the claimant herein, is without any substance and the same is liable 
to be rejected. The engagement of the claimant herein is muster roll beldar and was not irregular as he was engaged in 
due course and in accordance with selection procedure. In fact, his name was sponsored by employment exchange. 
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Umadevi’s judgment, in fact, deals with legal as well as irregular employment and suggested guidelines were issued by 
the Hon’ble Apex Court restraining the State in future from making back door entry. However, one time realization was 
also given to the State to consider such irregular appointments. The Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of ONGC Ltd. Vs. 
Petroleum Coal Labour Union & Ors. 2015, Labour Industrial cases, 2483 held as under : 

“32. The power given to the Industrial and Labour Courts under section 30 is very wide and he 
affirmative action mentioned therein is inclusive and not exhaustive. Employing badlis, casuals or 
temporaries and to continue them as such for years, with the object of depriving them of the status and 
privileges of permanent employees in an unfair labour practice on the part of the employer under Item 
6 of Schedule IV. Once such unfair labour practice on the part of the employer is established in the 
complaint, the Industrial and Labour Courts are empowered to issue preventive as well as positive 
direction to an erring employer. 

33. The provisions of the MRTU and PULP Act and the powers of the Industrial and Labour Courts 
provided therein were not at all under consideration in Umadevi. As a matter of fact, the issue like the 
present one pertaining to unfair labour practice was not at all referred to, considered or decided in 
Umadevi. Unfair labour practice on the part of the employer in engaging employees as badlis, casuals or 
temporaries and to continue them as such for years with the object of depriving them of the status and 
privileges of permanent employees as provided in Item 6 of Schedule IV and the power of the Industrial 
and Labour Courts under Section 30 of the Act did not fall for adjudication or consideration before the 
Constitution Bench. 

36. Umadevi does not denude the Industrial and Labour Courts of their statutory power under Section 
30 read with Section 32 of the MRTU and PULP Act to order permanency of the workers who have 
been victims of unfair labour practice on the part of the employer under Item 6 of Schedule IV where 
the posts on which they have been working exist. Umadevi cannot be held to have overridden the 
powers of the Industrial and Labour Courts in passing appropriate order under Section 30 of the 
MRTU and the PULP Act, once unfair labour practice on the part of the employer under Item 6 of 
Schedule IV is established.” 

15. In view of the above legal position, it is held that Uma Devi’s case discussed above, does not stand in the way of 
regularization of service of workman. 

Issue No.2 

16. It is clear from the evidence on record that management vide Office Memorandum Ex.WWl/5 has clarified that 
orders contained in D.P.& T. Office Memorandum dated 10.9.93 are applicable to all daily rated workers engaged in 
C.P.W.D. either on Muster Roll or otherwise. Since claimant herein is working as Beldar on Muster Roll since 1985 as 
such he is liable to be regularized from 1.1.93, when services of his counterparts or junior to him were regularized. 
Accordingly, this issue is decided in favour of workman. 

17. No specific evidence was adduced by the management. Even otherwise the claim filed by the claimant herein is 
legally maintainable in as much as claimant falls within the definition of a workman and management of CPWD also 
falls within the definition of industry. It has been held by Hon’ble Apex Court in case of Devinder Singh Vs. 
Municipal Council, Sanaur, AIR 2011 S.C. 2532, that definition of workman as given in the Industrial Disputes Act 
is very comprehensive and include every type of workman. The relevant part of the judgment is as under : 

“The source of employment, the method of recruitment, the terms and conditions of 
employment/contract of service, the quantum of wages/pay and the mode of payment are not at all 
relevant for deciding whether or not a person is a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the 
Act. 

The definition of workman also does not make any distinction between full time and part time employee 
or a person appointed on contract basis. There is nothing in the plain language of Section 2(s) from 
which it can be inferred that only a person employed on regular basis or a person employed for doing 
whole time job is a workman and the one employed on temporary, part time or contract basis on fixed 
wages or as a casual employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a workman. 

15. Whenever an employer challenges the maintainability of industrial dispute on the ground that the 
employee is not a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Act, what the Labour 
Court/Industrial Tribunal is required to consider is whether the person is employed in an industry for 
hire or reward for doing manual, unskilled, skilled, operational, technical or clerical work in an 
industry. Once the test of employment for hire or reward for doing the specified type of work is 
satisfied, the employee would fall within the definition of'workman'.” 
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18. As a sequel to my above discussion, it is held that service of claimant Naresh Kumar is liable to be regularized 
from 1.1.93 when services of his counterparts or juniors were regularized. Let this award be sent to the appropriate 
Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 

Dated : 2.11.2017 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


M 13 2017 
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[R. 1^-22012/88/2014-31^3^ (^fro^T-II) ] 
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New Delhi, the 13th December, 2017 

S.O. 2840. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of M/s. 
Singareni Collieries Company Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 30.11.2017. 

[No. L-22012/88/2014-IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 9th day of October, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C. No. 15/2015 


Between: 

The President, 

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana), 

Telengana Trade Union Council, 

Rajkumar Complex, Saibaba Temple Road, 

Jaffar Nagar, Mancherial - 504208 

Adilabad District .. .Petitioner Union 

AND 

The General Manager, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Sreerampur Area, Sreerampur(P.O.)-504 303 

Adilabad District ...Respondent 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner : Party in person 

For the Respondent : Representative 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-22012/ 88/2014-IR(CM-II) dated 23.1.2015 
referred the following dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their 
workman under section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is, 
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SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Sreerampur Area, 
Sreerampur, Adilabad Distt., in terminating the services of Sri Nalaveti Rajeshan, Ex-Lineman, SRP-I Inch. 
Sreerampur Area with effect from 31.10.2003 is justified or not? If not, to what relief the applicant is 
entitled for?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 15/2015 and notices were issued to the parties concerned. 

2. The case was posted for filing of claim statement of the Petitioner union. Inspite of availing several 
opportunities, the Petitioner union and the Respondent remained absent and no representation was made on behalf of 
the Petitioner union which clearly indicates that perhaps the dispute of the Petitioner union has already been settled. In 
the circumstances stated above, it is felt that the Petitioner union is not interested in pursuing the dispute. Thus, ‘No 
dispute’ award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P Phani Gowri , Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 9th day of 
October, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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[R. RRT-22013/01/2017-31T^3TR (RtRR-II)] 
7TEW fW, R^EFT RfEEETl 

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2017 

S.O. 2841. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. LC 20/2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of M/s. 
Singareni Collieries Company Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 08.12.2017. 

[No. L-22013/01/2017-IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 7th day of November, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C. No. 20/2008 


Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 
NIL 


Between: 

Sri Kosana Srinivas, 
S/o Late Babu Rao, 
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notice giving him an opportunity to make representation against the findings of the enquiry report; since the charge 
levelled against the Petitioner is proved and it was serious in nature, punishment warranted was dismissal from service. 
The Disciplinary Authority has gone through the enquiry proceeding and his past record and found that there was no 
extenuating circumstances to take a lenient view and lastly, the Respondents were constrained to dismiss the Petitioner 
from service. It is stated that in fact the Petitioner was irregular to his duties and he did not improve his attendance 
even after issuing charge sheet to him, and after receiving the show cause notice. It is further stated that the 
punishment imposed on the Petitioner is justified and legal and as such the claim petition is liable to be dismissed in 
limini. 

4. In view of the memo filed by the Counsel for the Petitioner conceding the legality and validity of the domestic 
enquiry conducted in the present case, the domestic enquiry conducted by the Respondents is held as legal and valid 
vide order dated 30.3.2010. 

5. Both the parties have advanced their arguments U/s.l 1A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 in support of their 
claim. 

6. In view of the above facts, the points for determination are : 

I. Whether the action of the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., in imposing the 
punishment of dismissal from service to Sri Kosana Srinivas is legal and justified? 

II. Whether the Petitioner is entitled for reinstatement into service? 

III. If not, to what other relief he is entitled? 

7. Point No. I: During the course of argument, the Learned Counsel appearing on behalf of the Petitioner 
submitted that due to illness and family problems, the Petitioner could not be able to attend his duty sincerely. He was 
getting treatment in company’s area hospital. Even in his show cause the Petitioner has mentioned the above fact but it 
has not been considered during the course of the enquiry and on account of absenteeism capital punishment of 
dismissal from service was imposed on the Petitioner. When the Petitioner has taken a stand that due to his illness, and 
other family problems he could not be able to attend his duties regularly and remained absent, the authority should 
have considered his case while imposing capital punishment. But the authority has not considered any of the 
submissions of the Petitioner, and has imposed capital punishment to the Petitioner when several modes of 
punishment are enumerated in the company’s Standing Orders. 

8. On the other hand, the Learned Counsel appearing on behalf of the Respondents submitted that when the 
Petitioner was a chronic absentee and was found guilty of the charges levelled against him, the punishment imposed 
by the Respondents’ company is legal and proper. When the Petitioner was not sincere in his duty and failed to 
maintain minimum musters in a year he is not entitled to be reinstated in service. 

9. Admittedly, working in the Mines is hazardous and remaining absent is not unusual. In this case, after the 
death of the father of the Petitioner, due to his illness and other family problems, the Petitioner could not be able to be 
regular in his duty, the Petitioner has remained absent in his duties and a proceeding was initiated against him for his 
absenteeism followed by an enquiry. In the enquiry, the charges levelled against the Petitioner were proved. For this, 
capital punishment was imposed. After dismissal of service, the Petitioner has become jobless and unable to provide a 
square meal to his family members. He has already realised his mistake and has taken shelter in the court at the age of 
27 years, he is now aged about 36 years and is searching ways and means to provide bread and butter to his family 
members. The Petitioner being an able bodied and energetic man has already realised his mistake and is coming 
forward at the age of 36 years to work under the Respondents. In such a circumstances, atleast one chance should be 
given to him for reinstatement into service in order to get all his terminal benefits. Admittedly several modes of 
punishment are enumerated in company’s Standing Orders. The Petitioner is a first offender and has worked for about 
4 years under the Respondent. While imposing capital punishment to his employees, the management should think of 
the condition of the workers as well as his family members. In this case, the punishment imposed by the Respondents 
for dismissal of service is too harsh. Therefore, it can safely be stated that the action taken by the management in 
imposing the punishment of dismissal from service to Sri Kosana Srinivas is not legal and justified. 

Thus, Point No.I is answered accordingly. 

10. Point Nos. II & III : In Point No.I, it has already been discussed that the punishment of dismissal from service 
to Sri Kosana Srinivas is not legal and justified. After dismissal of service as stated earlier, when the Petitioner has 
already realised his mistake and has come to the court with a prayer for reinstatement into service he should be given 
a chance to serve for his family members. After dismissal of service the Petitioner has become jobless and he being the 
sole bread earner of his family, is unable to provide a square meal to his family members. In such a circumstances 
atleast the Petitioner should be given a chance to maintain his livelihood and to work under the Respondents’ 
management. But in this case, the Petitioner has not come to the court soon after his dismissal of service. In the 












9418 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II— SEC. 3(H)] 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated : the 7th day of November, 2017 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C. No. 48/2008 


Between: 

Sri Bejjanki Narsimha Chary, 

S/o Venkataratnam, 

C/o Smt. A. Sarojana, 

Advocate, Flat No.G7, 

Rajeshwari Gayatri Sadan, 

Opp: Badruka Jr. College for Girls, 

Kachiguda, Hyderabad ...Petitioner 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Mandamarri Area, Post: Kalyankhani, 

Adilabad District. 

2. The Colliery Manager, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

RK-1A Incline, Mandamarri, 

Adilabad District. ...Respondents 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. A. Sarojana & K. Vasudeva Reddy, Advocates 

For the Respondent : Sri S.M. Subhani, Advocate 


AWARD 

Sri Bejjanki Narsimha Chary who worked as Badli Coal filler (who will be referred to as the workman) has 
filed this petition under Sec. 2A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 against the Respondents M/s. Singareni 
Collieries Company Ltd., seeking for declaring proceeding No. P/RKP/16/01/4870 dated 4.12.2001 issued by 
Respondent No.l as illegal, arbitrary and to set aside the same consequently directing the Respondents to reinstate the 
Petitioner into service duly granting all the consequential benefits such as continuity of service, back wages and all 
other attendant benefits etc., and such other reliefs as this court may deems fit. 

2. The averments made in the petition in brief are as follows : 

On 15.5.1996 the Petitioner was initially appointed as Badli Coal Filler under compassionate grounds and he has 
been continuing in service without any adverse remarks. While the matters stood thus, a proceeding bearing No. 
P/RKP/16/01/4870 dated 4.12.2001 was issued to the Petitioner by the Respondents alleging that the Petitioner 
absented for duty during the period from January, 2000 to April, 2000, which amounts to misconduct under company’s 
Standing Order No.25.25. It is also stated that charge sheet dated 21.1.2001 was sent to the Petitioner’s house which 
was returned undelivered, and as such a paper advertisement was issued, advising the Petitioner to attend for enquiry, 
and as the Petitioner did not attend the enquiry on the scheduled date, an ex-parte enquiry was conducted and he was 
dismissed from service. It is stated that the Petitioner was undergoing treatment in his native village and he was not 
aware of either issuance of charge sheet or any publication made by the Respondents in the newspapers. The Petitioner 
could have certainly participated in the enquiry, if really he was in receipt of the charge sheet or notice of paper 
publication. It is stated that the Petitioner was unable to perform his duties regularly during the year 2000 only on 
account of his ill-health and other family problems, for this he could not attend his duties sincerely, but without 
considering any of his submissions, the Petitioner was dismissed from service vide office order dated 4.12.2001. It is 
also stated that the action of the Respondents’ management in dismissing the Petitioner from service is wholly illegal, 
arbitrary, violative of the principles of natural justice. The Petitioner has rendered continuous service in the 
Respondents’ management. He remained absent from duty only on account of his sickness and family problems which 
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In the enquiry, the charges levelled against the Petitioner were proved. For this, capital punishment was imposed. 
After dismissal of service, the Petitioner has become jobless and unable to provide a square meal to his family 
members. He has already realised his mistake and has taken shelter in the court at the age of 40 years, no penalty has 
been imposed upon him previously, he is now aged about 49 years and is searching ways and means to provide bread 
and butter to his family members. When the Petitioner being an able bodied and energetic man has already realised his 
mistake and is coming forward to work under the Respondents, atleast one chance should be given to him for his 
reinstatement into service. Admittedly several modes of punishment are enumerated in company’s Standing Orders. 
The Petitioner is a first offender and has worked under the Respondents. While imposing capital punishment to his 
employees, the management should think of the condition of the workers as well as his family members. In this case, 
the punishment imposed by the Respondents for dismissal of service is too harsh. Therefore, it can safely be stated that 
the action taken by the management in imposing the punishment of dismissal from service to Sri Bejjanki Narsimha 
Chary is not legal and justified. 

Thus, Point No.I is answered accordingly. 

10. Point Nos. II & III : In Point No.I, it has already been discussed that the punishment of dismissal from service 
to Sri Bejjanki Narsimha Chary is not legal and justified. After dismissal of service as stated earlier, when the 
Petitioner has already realised his mistake and has come to the court with a prayer for reinstatement into service he 
should be given a chance to serve for his family members. After dismissal of service the Petitioner has become jobless 
and he being the sole bread earner of his family, is unable to provide a square meal to his family members. In such a 
circumstances atleast the Petitioner should be given a chance to maintain his livelihood and to work under the 
Respondents’ management. But in this case, the Petitioner has not come to the court soon after his dismissal of service. 
In the opinion of this Tribunal the Petitioner is not entitled to get all the relief as claimed in his claim petition. But he is 
only entitled to be given a chance to work in the Respondents’ management. 

Thus, Point Nos. II & III are answered accordingly. 

ORDER 

Proceeding No. P/RKP/16/01/4870 dated 4.12.2001 issued by Respondent No.I is declared as illegal and is 
hereby set aside. It is ordered that the workman Sri Bejjanki Narsimha Chary be taken into service as a fresh 
employee i.e., Badli filler in Cat.I, on initial basic pay without back wages and continuity of service, subject to medical 
fitness by the company Medical Board and the workman be kept under probation for a period of one year. The 
management is also directed to take an undertaking of good behaviour from the workman at the time of his posting. 

The Workman can not claim for his posting in the same place, where he was last employed. The workman 
shall have to maintain either minimum mandatory 20 musters every month or 180 musters in a year and the 
management shall have the right to review the work of the workman in every three months. In the event of any short 
fall of attendance during the period of the three months, the service of the workman will not be terminated and he will 
be cautioned to improve his performance by issuing him a warning letter. However, in the event of any shortfall of 
attendance during one year of service of the workman, he will be terminated from service without any further notice 
and enquiry and in the event of completion of one year of probation satisfactorily, the workman is to continue in 
service till the age of attaining superannuation. The management shall consider any forced absenteeism on account of 
Mine accidents/ Natural disasters, taking treatment in the company’s hospital, as attendance. All other usual terms 
and conditions of appointment will be applicable i.e., transfer, hours of work, day of rest, holidays etc., to the workman 
for appointment afresh. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 7 th day of 
November, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 












9422 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 16, 2017/AGRAHAYANA 25, 1939 [PART II— SEC. 3(H)] 


company’s Standing Order No.25.25. Subsequently, one inquiry was conducted and during the time of the enquiry, 
the Petitioner was not given any opportunity much less valid in nature to put forth his grievances. Basing on such 
lopsided enquiry, the Enquiry Officer held the charges as proved and basing on the erroneous findings of the Enquiry 
Officer, the Petitioner was dismissed from service vide order No. MMR/PER/D/072/381 dated 2.1.2004. It is stated 
that during the course of the enquiry the Petitioner has categorically stated about his inability to perform his duties 
regularly during the year 1999 as it was only on account of his ill-health. But without considering any of his 
submissions, the Petitioner was dismissed from service. It is also stated that the action of the Respondent management 
in dismissing the Petitioner from service is wholly illegal, arbitrary, violative of the principles of natural justice. The 
Petitioner has rendered 15 years of continuous service in the Respondents’ management. The Petitioner approached the 
Respondents to consider his case sympathetically, but the management did not pay any heed to it. Therefore, the 
Petitioner was constrained to approach this Tribunal to declare the impugned order No. MMR/PER/D/072/381 dated 
2.1.2004 issued by the Respondents is illegal and arbitrary and to set aside the same and consequently to direct the 
Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner into service duly granting all other attendant benefits such as continuity of 
service, back wages etc.. 

3. The Respondents filed counter denying the averments made in the petition, with the averments in brief 
which runs as follows : 

In the counter the Respondents while admitting some of the factual aspects to be true, stated that the Petitioner was 
appointed in the Respondents’ company on 8.11.1989 as Badli Filler and confirmed as coal filler with effect from 

1.1.1996. He was dismissed from service on proved charges of absenteeism, after conducting a detailed domestic 
enquiry duly following the principles of natural justice. The Petitioner has attended for the enquiry on the dates fixed 
and had fully participated in the enquiry. He was given full, fair and reasonable opportunity to defend himself in the 
enquiry. The enquiry was conducted purely following the principles of natural justice. It is stated that basing on the 
evidence adduced before the Enquiry Officer, the Enquiry Officer submitted his report holding the charges levelled 
against the Petitioner was proved. A copy of the enquiry report and the enquiry proceeding was sent to the Petitioner 
by way of show cause notice giving him an opportunity to make representation against the findings of the enquiry 
report; since the charge levelled against the Petitioner is proved and it was serious in nature, punishment warranted 
was dismissal from service. The Disciplinary Authority has gone through the enquiry proceeding and his past record 
and found that there was no extenuating circumstances to take a lenient view and lastly, the Respondents were 
constrained to dismiss the Petitioner from service. It is stated that in fact the Petitioner was irregular to his duties and 
he did not improve his attendance even after issuing charge sheet to him, and after receiving the show cause notice. It 
is further stated that the punishment imposed on the Petitioner is justified and legal and as such the claim petition is 
liable to be dismissed in limini. 

4. In view of the memo filed by the Counsel for the Petitioner conceding the legality and validity of the domestic 
enquiry conducted in the present case, the domestic enquiry conducted by the Respondents is held as legal and valid 
vide order dated 29.4.2009. 

5. Both the parties have advanced their arguments under Sec.11(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, in 
support of their claim. 

6. In view of the above facts, the points for determination are : 

I. Whether the action of the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., in imposing the 
punishment of dismissal from service to Sri Gandam Banaiah is legal and justified? 

II. Whether the Petitioner is entitled for reinstatement into service? 

III. If not, to what other relief he is entitled? 

7. Point No. I: During the course of argument, the Learned Counsel appearing on behalf of the Petitioner 
submitted that due to ill-health and family problems, the Petitioner could not be able to attend his duty sincerely. 
Even in his show cause the Petitioner has mentioned the above fact, but it has not been considered during the course of 
the enquiry and on account of absenteeism capital punishment of dismissal from service was imposed on the Petitioner. 
When the Petitioner has taken a stand that due to his illness, and other family problems he could not be able to attend 
his duties regularly and remained absent, the authority should have considered his case while imposing severe 
punishment. The authority has not considered any of the submissions of the Petitioner, and has given capital 
punishment to the Petitioner when several modes of punishment are enumerated in the company’s Standing Orders. 

8. On the other hand, the Learned Counsel appearing on behalf of the Respondents submitted that when the 
Petitioner was a chronic absentee and was found guilty in the charges levelled against him, the punishment imposed 
by the Respondents’ company is legal and proper. When the Petitioner was not sincere in his duty and failed to 
maintain minimum musters in a year he is not entitled to be reinstated into service. 

9. Admittedly, working in the Mines is hazardous and remaining absent is not unusual. In this case, due to his 
illness and other family problems, the Petitioner could not be able to be regular in his duty, the Petitioner has 
remained absent in his duties and a proceeding was initiated against him for his absenteeism followed by an enquiry. 
In the enquiry, the charges levelled against the Petitioner were proved. For this, capital punishment was imposed. 
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After dismissal of service, the Petitioner has become jobless and unable to provide a square meal to his family 
members. He has already realised his mistake and has taken shelter in the court at the age of 40 years, no penalty has 
been imposed upon him previously, he is now aged about 50 years and is searching ways and means to provide bread 
and butter to his family members. When the Petitioner being an able bodied and energetic man has already realised his 
mistake and is coming forward to work under the Respondents, atleast one chance should be given to him for 
reinstatement into service. Admittedly several modes of punishment are enumerated in company’s Standing Orders. 
The Petitioner is a first offender and has already worked 10 years under the Respondent. While imposing capital 
punishment to his employees, the management should think of the condition of the workers as well as his family 
members. In this case, the punishment imposed by the Respondents for dismissal of service is too harsh. Therefore, it 
can safely be stated that the action taken by the management in imposing the punishment of dismissal from service to 
Sri Gandam Banaiah is not legal and justified. 

Thus, Point No.I is answered accordingly. 

10. Point Nos. II & III : In Point No.I, it has already been discussed that the punishment of dismissal from service 
to Sri Gandam Banaiah is not legal and justified. After dismissal of service as stated earlier, when the Petitioner has 
already realised his mistake and has come to the court with a prayer for reinstatement into service he should be given a 
chance to serve for his family members. After dismissal of service the Petitioner has become jobless and he being the 
sole bread earner of his family, is unable to provide a square meal to his family members. In such a circumstances 
atleast the Petitioner should be given a chance to maintain his livelihood and to work under the Respondents’ 
management. But in this case, the Petitioner has not come to the court soon after his dismissal of service. In the 
opinion of this Tribunal the Petitioner is not entitled to get all the relief as claimed in his claim petition. But he is only 
entitled to be given a chance to work in the Respondents’ management. 

Thus, Point Nos. II & III are answered accordingly. 

ORDER 

Proceeding No. P.RG.I/32A/99/6451 dated 10.10.99 issued by Respondent No.l is declared as illegal and is 
hereby set aside. It is ordered that the workman Sri Gandam Banaiah be taken into service as a fresh employee i.e., 
Badli filler in Cat.I, on initial basic pay without back wages and continuity of service, subject to medical fitness by the 
company Medical Board and the workman be kept under probation for a period of one year. The management is also 
directed to take an undertaking of good behaviour from the workman at the time of his posting. 

The Workman can not claim for his posting in the same place, where he was last employed. The workman 
shall have to maintain either minimum mandatory 20 musters every month or 180 musters in a year and the 
management shall have the right to review the work of the workman in every three months. In the event of any short 
fall of attendance during the period of the three months, the service of the workman will not be terminated and he will 
be cautioned to improve his performance by issuing him a warning letter. However, in the event of any shortfall of 
attendance during one year of service of the workman, he will be terminated from service without any further notice 
and enquiry and in the event of completion of one year of probation satisfactorily, the workman is to continue in 
service till the age of attaining superannuation. The management shall consider any forced absenteeism on account of 
Mine accidents/ Natural disasters, taking treatment in the company’s hospital, as attendance. All other usual terms 
and conditions of appointment will be applicable i.e., transfer, hours of work, day of rest, holidays etc., to the workman 
for appointment afresh. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 7 th day of 
November, 2017. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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